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Foreword 


by Lawrence S. Eagleburger 


his book is more than just an “interesting” addition to the voluminous 

catalog of Cold War studies. Rather, it is a major contribution to our 
understanding of the roots of a struggle that consumed us for the better 
part of half a century. 

The authors’ thesis is that a relatively straight line can be drawn from 
the attitudes and policies of the Wilson administration toward the Soviet 
Union (after much fumbling around in search of a policy) to the attitudes 
and policies of postwar American administrations toward the USSR (after 
rejection of Franklin D. Roosevelt’s more conciliatory approach). In short, 
the “Cold War” —in its fundamentals of how the Soviets were perceived and 
to be dealt with—had its genesis some decades earlier than is commonly 
thought to be the case. The detailed explication of this thesis is thoroughly 
and compellingly made. 

So what? It is here that The First Cold War makes a unique contribution. 
It tells us more about ourselves, how and what we think about our place 
in the world and how we go about furthering our interests, than simply 
a recitation of events over some five decades. It describes the factors that 
affected the thinking (or lack thereof) of policy makers over a significant 
period of time, and explains the policies they embraced. And in the end we 
see how U.S. foreign policy is as much a product of the American psyche — 
rooted in a history of more than two centuries ~as it is of any event or series 
of events. 

On a more mundane level, this is an extremely well sourced work. The 
footnotes not only identify from whence the footnoted items come, but often 
themselves add clarifying comments that are both interesting and useful. 
They also are evidence of meticulous research into the vast and often maze- 
like store of documents, papers, notes, and scholarly (and not so scholarly) 
works pertaining to the Russian Revolution and its aftermath in the Soviet 
Union and internationally. 
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Further, and somewhat to my surprise, the University of Missouri Press 
has found two academics who write intelligible and interesting prose with 
style and verve. They should be husbanded for future use. 

Lawrence S. Eagleburger 

Charlottesville, Virginia 

July 2001 


Mr. Eagleburger joined the Foreign Service in 1957, was first posted to Honduras, 
ano then served on the Cuban desk. He was assigned to the Belgrade embassy in 
1961, returning there as ambassador in 1977. He has been a special assistant to 
Dean Acheson ano Henry Kissinger ad well as an assistant secretary, undersecretary, 
deputy secretary, ano finally secretary of state in 1992. Hts many awards include the 
Prestoential Citizens Medal, the State Department 4 Distingutshed Service Award, and 
honorary knighthood bestowed by Queen Elizabeth I. He ts currently international 
ambassador-at-large for the American Red Crovs. 


Foreword to the Russian Edition 


by Vyacheslav Nikonov 


t is a very rare honor to write the foreword for your teachers’ book. I 

have this honor. 

As a graduate student at Moscow State University in 1981, I listened to 
Professor Eugene Trani’s lectures about his interpretation of Wilsonianism. 
Richard McKinzie, a kind of third coauthor, also taught at Moscow State 
University, but not so long ago he died prematurely. I knew Donald Davis 
from Illinois State University well, but rather from his work than personally. 
All these serious and talented scholars dedicated more than twenty years 
to this book. It should be regarded as a very serious study on a subject to 
which the reading part of the Russian public cannot remain indifferent. 

Lately, in order to understand ourselves, we have thought a lot about our 
past to get to the essence of events and phenomena. It is difficult to suppose 
that the reader is not familiar with 1917, the intervention, and the civil 
war. However, our perspective is from the inside. Trani and Davis offer 
the widest view from the outside. Scrupulously studying the archives of 
America, Russia, and other countries, they re-create the amazingly convex 
picture that existed in the minds of Western politicians during our revolu- 
tionary cataclysms. We have a unique opportunity to glance into the kitchen 
where the policy relating to Russia was cooked up, to understand the logic 
that in the final analysis led to almost a century of conflict between the East 
and the West. 

This book is provocative in a good sense of this word. The authors very 
convincingly prove that the “Cold War” began long before George Kennan 
addressed the issue of the “containment of communism” in 1947. Woodrow 
Wilson and his secretaries of state, Lansing and Colby, by the early 1920s 
had already formulated all the ingredients that at the end of the 1940s Walter 
Lippmann included in his “Cold War” formula. It is possible to agree with 
this, taking note of the amazing similarity of the ideas of the Wilsonians 
and the postwar American politicians of the Truman era. One can argue 
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this proposition by emphasizing the difference in the historical epochs and 
the absence in the 1920s of the global bipolar rivalry that unfolded in the 
nuclear and missile age. A beautiful idea and, as with each beautiful and 
well-proven idea, it deserves applause. 

In the book of Davis and Trani, a kaleidoscope of stormy events passes be- 
fore us from Petrograd and Washington, Archangel and Seattle, Omsk and 
Paris, Vladivostok and London, Murmansk and Tokyo. Ideology, geopol- 
itics, military interests, allied obligations, internal political events, class 
contradictions, historical prejudices, human defects, errors, and ignorance 
whirled about. 

The authors clearly show that both the United States and Russia were 
very badly prepared for the challenges to bilateral relations thrust upon 
them in 1917. The two countries did not know each other, were not inter- 
ested in each other, and strongly disliked each other. 

If we had even more courage than Davis and Trani, we could have de- 
tected the signs of the “Cold War” even before the First World War. Amer- 
ican public opinion considered tsarist Russia the citadel of despotism. The 
American press portrayed our country as disgusting. In the United States, 
Nicholas II was presented as the symbol of tyranny. In St. Petersburg, 
Wilson was considered a dangerous radical liberal. Only one percent of 
Russia’s and the United States’ trade was with each other. The only issue 
on the relationship’s agenda was the future of a trade treaty signed in 1832. 
The United States abrogated this treaty in 1912 because of Jewish lobbyists 
who were unhappy about the discrimination against Jews with American 
passports when they came to Russia. Here it is easy to make analogies with 
that time and, say, the 1970s when the Jackson-Vanik amendment (still 
effective) tied the application of the Soviet Union’s status of most favored 
nation to the freedom of Jewish emigration. 

Woodrow Wilson, upon becoming president in 1913, had alternately ap- 
pointed three ambassadors to Russia. Two never reached St. Petersburg. 
Only after two years was the fourth try crowned by success — David Francis 
arrived and to his astonishment discovered that the embassy did not even 
subscribe to one Russian newspaper. 

In the beginning of the First World War, the United States remained 
neutral. Francis’s function amounted to unsuccessful attempts to mediate 
between the belligerent sides. More fruitful actions were undertaken at the 
request of Berlin and Vienna on improving the position of German and 
Austrian prisoners of war. Together with the entire Russian progressive 
public, the ambassador was shocked by “ministerial leapfrog” and consid- 
ered tsarist premiers incorrigible reactionaries. He was very surprised by 
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the overthrow of tsarism. That fact one can hardly hold against him since 
all direct participants in the process, including Lenin, were astonished. 

After February 1917, a period of democratic Russophilism began in the 
United States. Washington, with the assistance of Francis, was the first 
to recognize the Provisional Government of Prince Lvov. The global pic- 
ture that the Russian empire had spoiled was now clarified: the completely 
democratic Entente now opposed the authoritarian Central Powers headed 
by Germany. America could enter the war for the defense of democratic 
values with good reason. 

In greeting the “democratic Russian people, who had thrown out an au- 
tocracy that was alien to it,” American leadership was certain that such 
a people would put all of its forces on the altar of a common victory over 
Germany. The miscalculation was enormous: the democratic instincts of the 
people, their desire to wage war, and the ability of the Provisional Govern- 
ment to control the situation in the country were greatly exaggerated. The 
forces of radicalism, anarchy, and Soviet opposition were grossly under- 
estimated. Instead of helping Lvov and Kerensky, who immediately found 
themselves to be in a desperate position, the Wilson administration at first 
got involved in a policy review. Then it created a commission that arrived 
in Petrograd in June with the formula, “no fight, no loan.” 

Disorders in the country and an unwillingness to fight were diagnosed 
as a public relations problem. To solve it, large amounts of money were 
allotted in the struggle with German propaganda and for the education of 
Russians in democratic values. The Provisional Government was driven 
into conditions in which to obtain locomotives, loans, or military deliveries, 
it was forced to chase unwilling people to the front and to promote liberal 
ideas that were completely meaningless for the overwhelming majority of 
the population. In spite of numerous warnings that without Western aid 
Kerensky could not survive, Wilson did practically nothing for his support. 
When the Bolsheviks had already made the decision for an armed upris- 
ing, Francis attempted to force Kerensky to organize an offensive at the 
front. It seemed as if the only thing Americans could do to help him was to 
make available the automobile of the ambassador’s assistant for Kerensky’s 
escape from Petrograd. The role of the West in the fall of the Provisional 
Government was really impressive. 

Davis and Trani have vividly depicted these intellectual torments that 
Wilson and his team in Petrograd experienced after the October coup. 
Three approaches collided: Judson, chief of the military mission, and the 
leaders of the Red Cross mission correctly supposed that the Bolsheviks, 
having taken power, had ceased being German spies and had converted to 
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becoming defenders of Russia, and thus that de facto recognition of Lenin 
would help restore the front; Consul General Summers, on the contrary, 
issued a call to unambiguously and publicly refuse recognizing the Sovi- 
ets. In the end, a third point of view won—that of Ambassador Francis, 
who proposed doing nothing in the expectation that any day the Bolshevik 
regime would collapse. 

The novelty of the American position was that up to October 1917 the 
chief motive was the retention of Russia in the war, and afterwards it was 
the total nonacceptance of the Bolsheviks. Already in December, Secretary 
of State Lansing drew the conclusion (not changed later) that the Bol- 
sheviks were inhuman, dishonorable, and unprincipled; they had created 
an authoritarian system relying on force; they wanted to throw out free 
capitalism and replace it with an extremist form of proletarian despotism. 
The danger was realized almost reflexively: for the first time in history, a 
regime had come to power in a powerful state that openly rejected and 
challenged Western values and lifestyles, and which in this case proposed 
its own radical alternative, and on a global scale at that. For the overthrow 
of the Bolshevik regime, Lansing considered it possible to forget (for a time) 
about democracy and to support the establishment of a military dictatorship 
with the aid of troops who would ensure stability and Russia’s participation 
in the war. 

Any kind of diplomatic contact with Lenin or Trotsky was forbidden. 
There were ambassadors and embassies, but they did not communicate 
with the authorities. Moreover, in February 1918 some of them actually 
moved to Vologda. The West began to consider Russia as a subjectless 
state with no government, but with separate illegitimate political players. 
Bolshevik attempts to secure some kind of support from the United States 
in opposition to the German invasion or to entice countries of the Entente 
to the peace negotiations at Brest met with no response. 

The idea of influencing the Russian problem by the most decisive means 
lingered in the air and gradually ripened. Obviously, Wilson did not want to 
interfere. American public opinion, as before, had little interest in Russia, 
and involvement in the internal affairs of a distant and mysterious coun- 
try contradicted the president’s democratic principles and the isolationist 
political tradition of the United States. 

The following events changed America’s position to the side of interven- 
tion: Bolshevik dispersal of the Constituent Assembly, Bolshevik conclusion 
of the Brest peace with the Germans (in many respects forced in the ab- 
sence of a hint of aid from the West), and the extreme pressure from the 
governments of England and France, who desperately sought restoration 
of the eastern front and the overthrow of Lenin. At the end of Decem- 
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ber 1917, London and Paris had already divided the south of Russia into 
spheres of influence: England’s included the Kuban, the North Caucasus, 
and Transcaucasia, while France’s included Bessarabia, Ukraine, and the 
Crimea. They began rendering direct aid to Generals Kaledin, Alekseyev, 
and Kornilov. The Anglo-French projects included, likewise, the landing of 
the Japanese in the Maritime Provinces and their occupation of the Trans- 
Siberian railroad, establishment of control over the northern seaports, and 
a possible direct military intervention into Russia. 

Wilson could not openly aid anti-Bolshevik forces since for this, according 
to American laws, Congress had to declare war on Russia. It clearly did not 
burn with a desire to do this. The Wilson administration feared a massive 
presence of mainly Japanese allied forces in Siberia because this might 
arouse pro-Bolshevik nationalist feelings. In addition, it was not clear just 
how to get the Japanese out afterwards. However, during April and May 
1918, under the influence of both the allies and the decisive men in his own 
administration, Wilson gave in and agreed to a limited intervention. 

The plan was simple and looked effective. Allied troops were put ashore at 
Murmansk and Archangel to shield military stores and transport communi- 
cations from the Germans and their Finnish allies. Limited Anglo-Japanese 
contingents established control over Vladivostok and the Trans-Siberian 
railroad to Irkutsk from the east. The White Guard was armed and sup- 
plied (secretly from the side of the United States) to keep the Germans 
out of southern Russia, to establish democratic regimes, and to overthrow 
the Bolsheviks. The Czechoslovaks, whom the Bolshevik government im- 
providently allowed to evacuate to France through the Maritime Provinces, 
were to seize the Trans-Siberian railway from the west. The Czechoslovak 
presence also gave an additional justification for intervention: these “cousins 
of the Russians” prevented the transformation of Siberia into a “German 
granary” and were needed “to defend Siberia from the uncontrolled activity 
of former German and Austrian prisoners of war.” 

The plan was implemented almost completely. In Archangel and Mur- 
mansk, the American expeditionary forces (AEFNR) of about five thousand 
men were deployed. Following the Japanese and English occupation of 
Vladivostok, about eighty-five hundred American soldiers of the Twenty- 
seventh and Thirty-first infantry regiments arrived from the Philippines. 
Czechoslovaks overthrew the Soviet regime from the Urals to the Pacific 
Ocean. By the way, the authors of the book, in my view, actually somewhat 
underestimate the role of the foreign factor in kindling the bonfire of the 
Russian civil war. 

When the German revolution occurred and Berlin capitulated in Novem- 
ber 1918, the former anti-German justification for intervention disappeared. 
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In Russia, two unfinished goals remained: the White armies still had not 
established democratic authority, and the Bolsheviks had not been over- 
thrown. The question about the future of Russia became one of the central 
issues at the Paris conference that during the entire first half of 1919 was 
putting an end to the world war. 

A decisive Winston Churchill argued for a war with the Bolsheviks by 
the forces of the English and French armies with the support of the Poles, 
Czechs, Finns, and White Guards. The more moderate French Marshal 
Foch proposed to organize an intervention by Polish troops, which were to 
be withdrawn from France as a prelude to a subsequent linking of Western 
allied forces. Wilson and English Premier Lloyd George, clashing with the 
explicit unwillingness of their own peoples to prolong the “pleasures” of 
war and not convinced ina full and quick success of the enterprise, rejected 
the most belligerent projects. They rejected the hand extended by Moscow. 
Moscow was not represented in Paris, but was prepared to recognize tsarist 
debts, open doors for foreign investments and concessions, stop revolution- 
ary activity abroad, grant amnesty to the enemies of the Leninist regime, and 
recognize the independence of Finland, Poland, and Ukraine in exchange 
for diplomatic recognition and the cessation of intervention. The rational- 
ity of such a compromise was confirmed for Wilson by the February 1919 
Bullitt Mission. It concluded that Lenin’s position was solid and that the 
victory of Kolchak and Denikin would lead to a still greater bloodbath. 

Bullitt’s conclusions did not appear in time. Revolution in Hungary and 
other events, which testified to the rapid propagation of Bolshevism in 
Germany, Poland, the Baltic states, Austria, and Italy, gave birth to the 
“red scare” in the West and repulsed Americans from any kind of a de- 
sire to associate with the Soviets. Wilson decided that only a victory of 
the White Movement would return Russia to democracy. Western govern- 
ments divided responsibilities: the English supplied Denikin, the French, 
the Czechoslovaks, while the United States took it upon itself to provision 
Kolchak. 

Meanwhile, the American military presence in Russia began to cause 
perplexing questions in the U.S. Congress. Wilson rushed to remove troops 
from Archangel and to assure the legislators that the contingent in Siberia 
was necessary for the protection of American railroad engineers and to 
aid in the delivery of humanitarian freight. Simultaneously, the president 
sent to Kolchak a commission headed by Morris and Graves. They gave 
detailed information about Kolchak’s activity, which the reader for the first 
time can glean from this book. The commission arrived at the conclusion 
that the personal honesty of Kolchak and the moderately liberal views of 
the civilian members of the Omsk government could in no way compensate 
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for the total disorganization of his army, wallowing in intrigues and the 
corruption of the reactionary military. The British war cabinet also came 
to analogous conclusions in relation to Denikin. The White-Czechoslovaks 
asked to go home. The beginning of the end of large-scale interference by 
the West in Russian internal affairs started in August and September of 
1919. Namely, at this time, as Davis and Trani show, the “hot” war began 
to give way to the “cold” war. 

After the sharp but successful fight in the Congress over the ratification 
of the Paris agreement and the League of Nations (where the isolationist 
mood of Americans needed to be forcefully dragged), Wilson set out on 
a tour along the western states of the country to try to carry these states. 
That is when he formulated the basic postulates of the “first Cold War.” The 
League of Nations headed by the United States would erect a barrier to 
the path of the Bolsheviks, who were “just as ruthless, just as pitiless as the 
agents of the Czar himself,” and who extended “night, chaos, and disorder” 
and, therefore, must fall. 

The final passage to the “first Cold War,” in the opinion of the book’s 
authors, was already formulated when Wilson, because of his malady (from 
October 1919), stopped participating actively in governmental affairs. 
Lansing by this time had ascertained that the Bolsheviks could not be over- 
thrown by force, that they would only surrender their position gradually, 
and that with the advent of new leaders it might be possible to deal. As an 
irony of fate, it became necessary to deal with Stalin, who was not at all 
prepared to surrender any positions. 

At the end of 1919, the United States began to evacuate its troops from 
the Maritime Provinces. In February of the following year, the Irkutsk rev- 
olutionary committee executed Kolchak, and seventy-two thousand Czech- 
oslovaks stretched themselves from Vladivostok to their native land. It re- 
mained for Moscow to cope with the Japanese, the troops of Pilsudski, who 
was dissatisfied with the eastern borders of Poland along the “Curzon Line” 
and consequently captured Kiev, and the remainders of the White Guards 
under Wrangel’s banner. 

The document that the authors argue formulated the “first Cold War” was 
the note that on August 9, 1920, was issued under Bainbridge Colby’s au- 
thorship. He had replaced Lansing as secretary of state. The United States 
itself declared the guarantee of the territorial integrity and independence 
of Poland, officially took up the nonrecognition of the Soviet regime, and 
laid on itself the mission of opposition to the extension of world revolution. 
However, the American government was prepared to close its eyes to private 
trade with Russian companies. 

Such a policy also was continued by subsequent Republican adminis- 
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trations, who little understood Russia but stood on even more rigid anti- 
communist positions. This gave Stalin numerous occasions to talk about 
hostile imperialist encirclement. To oppose imperialist encirclement, it was 
necessary to turn the screws within the country. The upper chronological 
boundary of the “first Cold War” Davis and Trani define as 1933, when 
Franklin Roosevelt extended diplomatic recognition to the Soviet Union. 
He was the last Western leader to do so. 

The authors of the book treat Wilson’s policy in relation to Russia rather 
critically, considering that the president missed a chance to direct Russia 
along a democratic path because of the incorrect counsels of his advisers, 
the embassy, and his own indecision. He hardly deserves this criticism. 
First, Wilson’s policy was not and could not be independent and carefully 
thought out. America still did not have the experience of interaction with 
Russia, and the world had encountered a new phenomenon —communism. 
The U.S. president in many respects followed his English and French allies 
and frequently acted under their influence in order that they would leave 
him alone. Second, I do not believe that a chance to democratize Russia then, 
in general, existed, considering the inertia of the Russian political tradition, 
the concrete situation, and the balance of political forces in the country in 
1917. That is all the more so because Davis and Trani themselves introduce a 
formula that deserves to enter into the annals of political thought: “Perhaps 
it is not in the realm of possibility for one state to save another from its 
destiny, if destiny it be.” Wilson attempted to refute this formula; it did not 
materialize. 

The famous Russian historian Vasilii Klyuchevksy noted the surprising 
repetition of Russian history. However, it is obvious that repetition or, more 
precisely, stereotyping, is characteristic not only for our country but also for 
all of world history. Once developed, clichés and behavioral models emerge 
time after time and in similar conditions. The stereotypes that emerged after 
the First World War were easily reproduced after the Second World War 
and prevailed to the last decade of the twentieth century. 

Humankind grows only slightly wiser. But now there is hope that in the 
future Russia and the United States will no longer reach the level of hostility 
and mutual misapprehension that arose in the years of the “first Cold War.” 

Well, so much for the foreword. 

Read a very professional and well-written history. 


Vyacheslav Nikonov 
President, Polity Foundation 
Doctor of History, July 25, 2001 
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Dr. Ntkonov, Molotov s grandson, ts the founder and prestoent of the Polity Foundation. 
He holds a Ph.D. in history from Moscow State University and ts the author of 
numerous articles and five books. He served in the Russian State Duma from 1994— 
1996 ano chaired the Subcommittee for International Security and Arms Control. 
Polity ts involved in numerous projects and works closely with such organizations as 
the World Bank and the Carnegie Endowment. 
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Preface 


n this book we contend that President Woodrow Wilson's administration 
Le a “cold war” that lasted from 1917 to 1933. This set a precedent 
for the Cold War, 1946 to 1991. Wilson reached this stance during a period 
of policy experimentation with Soviet Russia from November 7, 1917, to 
August 9, 1920. He first publicly enunciated his version of a cold war doc- 
trine during a speaking tour of the western United States in the fall of 1919. 
He made that doctrine official policy in the Colby Note, issued August 9, 
1920, by Secretary of State Bainbridge Colby. The Colby Note, with some 
amendments introduced during the administration of President Warren 
G. Harding, remained the basis of American relations with Soviet Russia 
until November 16, 1933. At that time, President Franklin D. Roosevelt 
normalized relations by recognizing Soviet Russia. 

We analyze our thesis, what we call the “first cold war, 1917-1933,” 
in a chronological narrative. The Introduction discusses America’s unpre- 
paredness for dealing with Russia in 1913 when Woodrow Wilson became 
president. Chapters | and 2 show the tentative steps President Wilson took 
in appointing a permanent ambassador to Imperial Russia. He lacked faith 
in his third and final appointment, David R. Francis. Wilson’s uncertainty 
about Russia and Ambassador Francis, further complicated by the over- 
throw of Tsar Nicholas H on March 15, 1917, led him to policy-making 
by committee: appointing the Root Mission and the Stevens Railway Com- 
mission in the spring of 1917, after America entered World War I, to solve 
the Russian riddle. Wilson lost an opportunity to save Russian democracy 
because of his committees’ and ambassador’s confusing advice and his own 
tentativeness. 

Chapters 3 through 5 examine various alternative policies, clandestine or 
public, confronting President Wilson in his effort to deal with the Bolshe- 
vik Revolution of November 7, 1917. He first selected a watch-and-wait 
policy, hoping that Soviet power would be quickly overthrown and that the 
Provisional Government would prevail. He steadfastly refused to recognize 
Lenin’s government, which threatened to take Russia out of World War I. 
Instead, he adopted a propaganda initiative aimed at convincing Lenin to 
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stay in the war. Failing this, he hoped that counterrevolutionaries would 
either seize power or establish rival governments that maintained the East- 
ern Front. Watching and waiting failed because Lenin stayed in power and 
the Soviet government signed the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk on March 3, 1918, 
with Germany and its allies. This occurred in spite of Wilson’s Fourteen 
Points address of January 8, 1918, his message to the Fourth All-Russian 
Congress of Soviets of March 11, 1918, and various unofficial efforts at 
accommodation with Lenin and Trotsky. 

In Chapter 6, we demonstrate that British and French pressure forced 
Wilson to intervene militarily in northern Russia and Siberia. The interven- 
tion aimed to resurrect the Eastern Front, protect Allied supplies stored in 
Russia, help stabilize democracy where it existed, and support the exo- 
dus of the Czechoslovak Legion —soldiers recruited into the tsar’s army. 
Intervention failed in all but the last goal. Chapter 7 deals with the pres- 
ident’s efforts during the Paris Peace Conference in the spring of 1919 to 
salvage his Russian policy by inviting belligerents in Russia’s civil war to 
the bargaining table at Prinkipo; only the Bolsheviks accepted that offer. 
Wilson’s trusted adviser, Edward M. House, then sent William C. Bullitt 
to Moscow to reach an accommodation with Lenin. Bad publicity spoiled 
this opportunity. Wilson explored the possibility of feeding starving Russia. 
However, the Bolsheviks sought recognition before accepting the food relief 
offered by Norwegian explorer Fridtjof Nansen. Chapter 8 details Wilson’s 
frustrations with the Bolsheviks and with the failure of Admiral Alexander 
Kolchak’s Siberian movement to offer sanctuary for the reconstitution of a 
democratic Russia. At that point, Wilson issued the Colby Note. 

We conclude by comparing President Wilson’s Russian policy to Presi- 
dent Harry S. Truman’s Cold War. We believe that Wilson’s policy closely 
resembles the Cold War with the exception of an arms race. Therefore, we 
call the Wilson administration's policy “the first cold war.” 


We wish to thank our colleagues, Elaine Jones, Susan E. Kennedy, 
Melvin I. Urofsky, and George E. Munro at Virginia Commonwealth Uni- 
versity, as well as John Milton Cooper, Jr., and Wayne A. Wiegand at 
the University of Wisconsin, and Tony Badger of Cambridge University, 
for their careful reading of the manuscript and their many helpful sug- 
gestions. Alla Porshakova, associate professor at Moscow State Linguistic 
University, advised us on all of the significant Russian archives cited in 
this manuscript and assisted in all aspects of the Russian publication by 
OLMA-Press of Moscow. A special thanks goes to Robert H. Ferrell, our 
mentor, friend, and master teacher from graduate school days at Indiana 
University. His continuing interest and help made this book possible. 
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To our spouses, Lois E. Trani and Mary L. Davis, who have shared our 
friendship since the early 1960s and graduate school at Indiana University, 
we express our deep devotion and profound thanks for allowing us to finish 
this odyssey. In particular, we wish to thank Mary for straightening out the 
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Introduction 


1915 


Russo-Amertcan Relations 


A noon, March 4, 1913, Woodrow Wilson, recently New Jersey’s gov- 
ernor and before that president of Princeton University, took the oath 
that made him America’s twenty-eighth president. Wilson inherited the 
collapse of America’s Russian policy as it had existed from 1832 to 1912. 
The Taft administration abrogated America’s commercial treaty with Rus- 
sia at the end of 1912. Furthermore, this effort succeeded because of a 
determined effort by American Jewish organizations to assert the passport 
rights of American Jews in Russia. These two factors operated against a 
background of U.S. commercial ambiguities toward Russia and a low level 
of American diplomatic professionalism in Russia. Add to this Wilson’s lack 
of knowledge of Russia. The future of Russo-American relations did not 
look promising in March 1913 when Wilson took office. 

Wilson looked forward to his new tasks. Addressing the honored guests 
seated on the stands facing the Capitol and the thousands of spectators 
in the surrounding park, he exhorted them to make the most of this, the 
happiest era in the 132-year history of the Republic. In one of the shortest 
inaugural addresses, he said the country had entered a robust phase of 
its life. Abundant resources, self-government, and hard work, he believed, 
had made the nation “incomparably great in its material aspects” and great, 
“very great” in its moral force. 

The government, he said, was close to perfection. America possessed a 
system that “stood through a long age as in many respects a model for those 
who seek to set liberty upon foundations that will endure against fortuitous 
change, against storm and accident.”! He did not explain this belief in detail, 
as he well could, having studied American government at Johns Hopkins 
University and published a book entitled Congressional Government (1885) in 
which he criticized the dominance of the legislative branch over the judicial 
and, especially, the executive. As president he now was about to right this 
error of post—Civil War administrations by which the presidency had lost 
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its power. For the rest of his term, Wilson’s guides would be the British 
writers whose precepts he had taught. Here, he had relied on the British 
historian J. R. Green, who had written about a league of states, such as 
the United States, and the British statesman Edmund Burke, who had put 
forth the notion of a nation behaving as a person. 

In foreign relations he was less well read, possessed fewer guides, and in 
actual fact had not thought much about how such relations should be ar- 
ranged. He had his opinions, however. He approved, as did most Americans, 
of the Spanish-American War, although he did not agree with the idea of 
taking the Philippines. His principal guide in foreign relations was perhaps 
George Washington’s Farewell Address, as he had reinterpreted it in light of 
the Spanish-American War. He had decided that President Washington's 
guide to foreign affairs—his counsel against “ordinary combinations and 
collisions” —held only so long as the American nation was immature. When 
it came of age in 1898, the new era demanded amendment of the advice of a 
century before. He had given the subject little further thought. Typical was 
his well-known comment to a correspondent, shortly before he reached the 
presidency, that it would be “the irony of fate” if his administration should 
have to deal mainly with foreign affairs. 

Wilson had no special interest in or knowledge of Russia. In the years 
before his presidency Wilson made a few remarks about Russia. As early as 
1880 he wrote that European despotisms were being abandoned or limited 
as in Russia. In 1887 he elaborated on this theme by noting that even in 
Russia public opinion must someday rule. That year he referred to Russia’s 
autocratic government as abnormal. He took pains to indicate that while ties 
of amity might exist between such countries as America and Britain, there 
were few if any between such dissimilar nations as America and Russia. In 
1904 he responded to news of a possible peace between Russia and Japanas 
an “ambrosia.” In lecture notes of the period he marked for “topical analysis” 
the question of “absolutism —The Government of Russia.” In 1911 he jotted 
down notes for a speech at Carnegie Hall, “The case versus Russia,” in 
which he made a point of defending American Jews seeking to be treated 
as other Americans when applying for visas to travel in Russia without 
being discriminated against by the government of Tsar Nicholas II. Wilson 
simply had no special interest in or knowledge of Russia up to this time. 

The president’s friend, the wealthy Texan Colonel Edward M. House, was 
briefed concerning Russia. The only matter, House confided to his diary, 
was to find someone to replace Ambassador Curtis Guild. House advised 
offering William Jennings Bryan, the three-time presidential candidate who 
had helped Wilson obtain the nomination in 1912, the secretaryship of state 
and “afterwards to suggest that it would be of great service if he would go to 
Russia at this critical time.” It was perhaps a way to get Bryan, an enthusiast 
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for causes that embarrassed Wilson, out of sight. For the ambassadorship 
House ended up recommending a not very prominent envoy to Argentina, 
Charles H. Sherrill.’ 

The morning after his inauguration, the new president started his day at 
nine o'clock. One of the topics that he did not take up that day, and perhaps 
should have, concerned the government and people of a faraway nation — 
Imperial Russia, a nation that the nineteenth-century French commentator 
Alexis de Tocqueville had compared in its achievements and promise to the 
United States. It did not occur to the president, and doubtless could not 
have, that over the next decades until the very end of the twentieth century 
and into the twenty-first century, Russia, with its myriad of peoples, its 
medieval traditions, and little practice in self-government, would lie at the 
center of American foreign relations. For Wilson the problem was that 
the place was so distant. His immediate concerns were those of domestic 
politics. 

American relations with Russia had been partial, undeveloped. Histor- 
ically, Russia and the United States had had only sporadic contact, and 
much of this had been in the form of ceremonial trips by leaders. For many 
years they had had only cursory contact. America’s first diplomatic agent 
to St. Petersburg, Francis Dana, had received de facto recognition in 1783. 
The young John Quincy Adams, who accompanied Dana, was cautious 
about Russia. Another illustrious American in 1849 described Russia as 
“the barbaric citadel of despotism.” That year Americans welcomed the 
Hungarian patriot Louis Kossuth, who had fled the Russian occupation of 
Budapest. The visit of the Russian fleet to San Francisco and New York 
City during the Civil War, and the sale of Alaska in 1867, helped relieve 
Americans of their gloomy views. Grand Duke Alexis Alexandrovich, son 
of the tsar, visited the United States in 1871 as part of an around-the-world 
tour and was well received, as was in turn General Ulysses S. Grant in Rus- 
sia in 1878. In 1891-1892, during the great Russian famine, Americans sent 
grain. President Theodore Roosevelt supported a pro-Japanese policy, ini- 
tiating the Russo-Japanese Peace Conference of 1905 in Portsmouth, New 
Hampshire, for which he received the Nobel Peace Prize. Then Secretary 
of War William Taft made an extensive trip to Russia in 1907 while he, like 
Grant, was touring the world. 

Economic contacts had been promising. American engineers built a loco- 
motive for Tsar Nicholas I in 1842. The artist James Whistler’s father de- 
signed the Moscow-St. Petersburg railway at the same time that Whistler’s 
mother posed for his famous painting. Hubbard reapers and mowers from 
Cleveland were sold in Russia, as well as Carnegie steel rails and rolling 
stock for the Chinese Eastern Railway. Americans constructed icebreakers 
to clear Baltic ports and dredges for rivers. Perry Collins in the 1860s sought 
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to lay a telegraph line across the Bering Strait. By the 1890s, there seemed 
a virtual Americanizing of Russia. It really was not that —for Russia was 
just entering the industrial age, and modernity, American or European, had 
hardly touched vast portions of the country. Thus, economic relations with 
the United States, not to mention diplomatic ties, were of minor importance. 

In Russia affairs seemed peaceful enough. On March 6, 1913, in St. 
Petersburg, twenty-one guns of the fortress of St. Peter and St. Paul fired 
a salute to the three-hundredth anniversary of the House of Romanov. 
Tsar Nicholas, his wife, their four daughters, and their eight-year-old son 
prepared for days of ceremony. Later they would make a jubilee tour of cities 
important in their family history. President Wilson sent a cable to mark the 
occasion: “On this three hundredth anniversary of the accession of Michael 
Feodorovitch Romanoff to the Imperial throne of Russia, I extend to Your 
Majesty cordial felicitations and the earnest hope of the Government of the 
United States that the bond of friendship which now unites the two nations 
may ever continue and strengthen.” Assistant Secretary of State Alvey A. 
Adee, who was the composer of such routine congratulations, probably 
wrote it in the State Department. There is no evidence that the president 
saw it. 

As for perceptions of the later Romanov tour, much depended on the 
perspective of the reporter. Everywhere it was the same, said an intimate 
who traveled with the tsarina: crowds pressing against police lines, peasants 
dropping to the ground to kiss the shadow of the tsar, cheers, acclama- 
tions, prayers, choruses singing the national anthem — “demonstrations of 
love and fealty it seemed that no time or circumstance could ever alter.” 
Watching the same events, the chairman of the council of ministers, Count 
Vladimir N. Kokovtsov, considered them “attractively arranged, but some- 
how empty.” He saw more curiosity than enthusiasm and considered the 
turnout “comparatively small.”5 

In 1913 neither Americans nor Russians cared much about the other's 
ceremonies, whether they were inaugurations or tercentenaries. The peo- 
ples did not know each other. There was almost nothing to indicate that the 
otherwise calm surface of relations between the United States and Russia 
might change and alter the course of history. In 1913 two issues dominated 
American-Russian relations: negotiations regarding a commercial treaty 
and treatment of Jews by Russia. 


1. 


The Russian-American Treaty of Navigation and Commerce had defined 
and guaranteed the terms of trading since 1832. It expired on January 1, 
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1913. In 1911 there was an outburst of anti-Russian feeling in the United 
States, in the form of anger against the tsar’s failure to honor American 
passports held by Jews and conviction that Russia’s policy toward Jews 
created an international problem of human rights. President Taft was left 
little alternative but to abrogate the treaty. 

The demonstration against Russia by revoking the commercial treaty in 
1911 was the achievement of an American Jewish Committee, an orga- 
nization that considered Jewish-American émigrés from Russia its con- 
stituents. Their memories were painful and humiliating, and they hoped 
to persuade the government of their adopted country to retaliate, to do 
something for those left behind. The committee wanted the United States 
to take the first step toward forcing the tsar to abolish the Pale of Settlement 
and antisemitic laws. It dared hope that democracy around the world, and 
Jews in Britain, France, and Germany, could convince their governments 
to follow the lead of the United States.‘ Although it failed in the larger 
objective, the committee proved able to obtain a political outcome for its 
cause. 

The prejudices in Russia that impelled Jews to emigrate were as real as 
they were unfair. Nearly a thousand pages of laws, executive orders, and 
judicial interpretations restricted occupations, education, and residence of 
Jews, who could not sign deeds, mortgages, or rental agreements in rural 
areas nor, because they might be smugglers, live within forty miles of a 
border. Not only in the Pale did the tsarist government limit Jews in schools 
to 10 percent, but also in Moscow and St. Petersburg. No Jews could serve 
as officers in the army. Russian peasants, aware of these restrictions, became 
known around the world for instigating pogroms, burning houses, rape, and 
murder.? 

The émigrés made two issues into a cause célébre: the religious test by 
Russian consuls when American citizens applied for visas, and failure to 
treat holders of passports equally once they entered Russia. There was no 
disputing that consuls rejected Jews who asked for visas, except, depending 
on the time and consul, Jews “of the better class” or those “useful to the 
internal development of the country.” And the Department of State had 
documented cases of former Russian Jews, naturalized and traveling on 
passports, who had been fined, imprisoned, or sent to the Pale once they 
entered Russia.° 

To the American Jewish Committee it seemed that the way to arouse 
opinion against the tsar’s treatment of Jews was to call attention to this 
discrimination by forcing America to cancel its commercial treaty; Russia 
would then feel pressure to change. Manhattan lawyer Louis Marshall an- 
nounced that the era of “the cringing ghetto spirit” had passed. He took 
as his first premise that the Treaty of Navigation and Commerce, as well 
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as treaties Russia had concluded with other nations, guaranteed foreigners 
who visited Russia, Jews and non-Jews alike, the same privileges. Rights 
to a visa would apply equally to every citizen of a nation possessing a 
treaty. The committee set out to publicize Russian duplicity and to persuade 
Americans to demand cancellation if Russian behavior did not change. “The 
moment Russia is compelled to live up to its treaties and admit the foreign 
Jew into its dominion on the basis of equality with other citizens of foreign 
countries,” banker Jacob Schiff reasoned, “the Russian government will 
not be able to maintain the Pale of Settlement against its own Jews.” And 
if the United States abrogated its treaty, Marshall added, Britons, French, 
and Germans would take note and Russia “would eventually yield to the 
opinion of the civilized nations of the earth.”” 

Article I of the Treaty of 1832 provided that citizens of each country were 
“at liberty to sojourn and reside in all parts whatsoever . . . inorder to attend 
to their affairs.” Americans and Russians were to enjoy “the same security 
and protection as natives of the country wherein they reside, on condition 
of their submitting to the laws and ordinances there prevailing.” According 
to the Russian interpretation, this meant that Jews from America would be 
treated according to ordinances prevailing for Russian Jews. The United 
States had long insisted that the operative phrase was “the same security 
and protection as natives,” meaning nonrestricted Russians.® 

The campaign worked. When the committee had accumulated four thou- 
sand press clippings in favor of abrogation, it arranged a meeting in Carnegie 
Hall to hear advocates of the cause. Reporters noted that in speaking to 
the audience, newspaper tycoon William Randolph Hearst whipped the 
crowd to “intense patriotism.” Governor Woodrow Wilson, “repeatedly 
hailed from the galleries as the next President,” assured the crowd that 
Americans were “not willing to have prosperity” that came from trading 
with Russia if some Americans had to “suffer contempt for it.” This led 
George P. Bakhmetev, Russian ambassador, to believe that Wilson was a 
dangerous radical with fantastic ideas. He also felt a presidential victory 
for Theodore Roosevelt might create a dictatorship; therefore, he wrote 
Russian Foreign Minister Sergei D. Sazonov that Taft was the preferable 
candidate. A resolution in the House of Representatives declared that “the 
United States will not... be a party to any treaty that discriminated... 
between American citizens on the grounds of religious belief” and ordered 
the president to declare the Russian-American Treaty terminated.° 

When abrogation came to a vote on December 13, 1911, only one con- 
gressman voted against it. Fearing the Senate might pass a more strident 
resolution, President Taft cabled Ambassador Curtis Guild his reluctant 
acceptance. Guild reported that “The scene was very painful.” When he 
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met with Sazonov to communicate Taft’s message, he recalled that because 
the treaty was “no longer fully responsive” to needs of the signers, the 
United States would regard it as inoperative two years later, on January 1, 
1913. Sazonov found the decision to risk losing millions in trade “incom- 
prehensible.” Guild afterward noted that Russia would never admit every 
Jew who carried a passport, but Sazonov was “prepared to consider an 
arrangement by which the United States might cooperate for the transfer 
of all Jews from Russia to the United States.” Ambassador Bakhmetev 
summarized a meeting with then Secretary of State Philander C. Knox, as 
well as with Taft, that both were against the anti-Russian campaign in the 
press. Knox recommended renegotiating the treaty. Bakhmetev told Jewish 
organizations their campaign had led to deterioration of the Jewish position 
in Russia, but to no avail. 

Absence of a treaty did not affect Russian-American business. Quasi- 
official arrangements filled the void. In 1913 the Russian government char- 
tered the Russian-American Chamber of Commerce. It assigned a com- 
mercial attaché to its Washington embassy to encourage traders. By the 
end of the year the American Association of Manufacturers had opened 
a branch in Russia.!° Nor did abrogation prevent other kinds of travelers 
from making the long trek to Russia. 


2: 


When Wilson took office, contacts between Russians and Americans were 
mainly through journalists posted abroad, traders who dealt in the items 
each country offered the other, and a scattered and remarkably unimportant 
official representation — the ambassador, of course, and several consuls. 

Of this group, journalists misinformed Americans by reinforcing stereo- 
types. No newspaper in either country kept a regular correspondent in the 
other, save a reporter for the Associated Press in St. Petersburg. When 
events required it, dailies in America cited British journalists. Typically 
these British correspondents were men of birth, education, interest in Rus- 
sia, and “sufficiency of means.” Usually they had fallen in with the Russian 
aristocracy and never quite got the whole story. Ambassador Guild in- 
sisted that such Britons were responsible for “many of our erroneous ideas.” 
Moreover, foreign journalists amounted to a handful that wrote features for 
magazines. They could be depended on to romanticize peasants, castigate 
the tsar, and draw comparisons between progress in the United States and 
lack of it in Russia.!! 

No one contributed more to the image of Russia in America than George 
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Kennan did. Distantly related to the later diplomat-historian, a self-taught 
expert who first traveled through Russia as part of an effort by Western 
Union to string a telegraph line across Eurasia, he became immensely pop- 
ular as author of a book about Siberia, the government’s destination for 
political wrongdoers. It was he who made Siberia synonymous with depri- 
vation. He had been known to hobble onto the lecture stage barefooted, 
in prison pajamas and irons. A Jew-hating tsar and the Jew-hating oli- 
garchy had so long perpetuated atrocities among the peasants that he gave 
people to understand if Christ turned up in a Russian village He would be 
arrested within hours and sent to the Pale. If Christ continued to teach, 
He would be exiled to the mines. The Russian government had no right 
to exist; furthermore, as he said, “it is the duty of the Russian people to 
overthrow it.” ” 

In Kennan’s mind, almost everything about Russian officialdom stood in 
the way of history’s “inexorable movement toward liberal democracy.” The 
good people in the drama were peasants, “naturally liberal and tolerant,” 
Marseillaise-singing champions of democracy. He offered vignettes to pro- 
mote this view. He told of political prisoners in a St. Petersburg jail passing 
bits of red flannel underdrawers and white-and-blue kerchiefs through toi- 
let pipes that connected the cells, so inmates could defy authorities on the 
Fourth of July by waving American flags through windows. 

Although other travelers discovered ignorance or religious fervor, hu- 
mor or hospitality more interesting, they accepted Kennan’s conclusions. 
They seldom found themselves corrected. In those years the Library of 
Congress contained six hundred books in Russian and only at Harvard 
was the language taught. Harvard and the University of Chicago were the 
only universities that offered courses on Russia. America’s Russian experts 
could be counted on one hand. 4 

Economic relations offered no remedy to lack of knowledge. Neither 
country obtained anything important from the other. Boots reusable for 
their rubber, animal or human hair, and licorice root ranked among Russia’s 
top ten exports to the United States. Rosin and twine were among the ten 
sent in return. That no one knew what or how many goods passed between 
the two countries also bespoke the character of the exchange. According to 
Russian statistics, customers bought twice the American copper and four 
times the cotton that, according to American statistics, went to Russia. In 
all, the tsar’s officers said, Russians paid $42 million a year for American 
products; in all, officials of the Department of Commerce said, U.S. annual 
purchases were $25 million. Russians calculated sales to the United States at 
$7 million; Americans calculated sales to Russia at $21 million.!* U.S. firms 
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had plants or offices in Russia — Singer, International Harvester, New York 
Life Insurance — but they did not change the picture. 

Consignment of trade to German and British middlemen explained some 
of the disparity in figures. Only one shipping line made runs between Rus- 
sian and American ports. Trade tended to become lost in the commerce with 
Germans and Britons. Products loaded at Portsmouth were consolidated 
with orders for Riga or Odessa; products loaded at Boston or New Orleans 
had a way of becoming German or British products. Government reports 
showed that Americans bought German furs years after Germany had been 
trapped out and that Russia bought thousands of bales of German cotton, 
a crop Germans did not grow. Outlets for the Gramophone Company and 
Eastman Kodak were managed from London, with British markings. The 
same was true for Parke, Davis in pharmaceuticals. 

Nevertheless, no matter whose figures one used or what trends seemed 
to be emerging, Russians bought | percent of products Americans sold 
overseas, and American purchases accounted for the same. Carelessness in 
statistics showed Americans and Russians had little interest in correcting 
the data. Russia and the United States qualified as debtor nations: they 
could not have paid their debts by selling. The United States fell short by 
$7 billion, a large part of which it owed to Britons who financed railroads. 
The French claimed most of Russia’s $1 billion debt, although German 
syndicates had begun to acquire a share. Against these figures the $1 million 
or less invested by Russians in the United States, and $50 million invested 
by American business in Russia, counted for little. !” 

Observers who expected Russians to experience their own upward spiral 
of production and consumption predicted profits for firms that could adjust 
to the Russian market. Businesses large enough to open foreign opera- 
tions, however, declined the challenge. They made profit at home and in the 
markets of Latin America. They would have had to modify products and 
find ways to compensate for the head start enjoyed by others. Singer and 
International Harvester built factories in Russia primarily to avoid taxes on 
imports. Germans had a much greater foothold in Russia, carrying samples 
and catalogs that described their products in Russian and listed prices in 
rubles. !® 

One of America’s five consul generals and a civil servant that believed 
it his task to increase Russian-American trade, Alfred L. M. Gottschalk, 
lamented his country’s lost opportunities. “Why we do not sell more,” he 
wrote, “seems to depend entirely upon... our peculiarly American way 
of looking at international trade.” He contrasted the possible ifs that might 
improve trade. If America had better equipment, if more commission houses 
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existed in Moscow, if Americans had branch banks there, if direct steamship 
lines went between Russia and America, if heads of export houses learned 
Russia’s needs, then trade would improve. !° 

America had another problem in trade. Even if American firms could 
convince themselves to give twelve or eighteen months of credit instead 
of demanding cash, selling in Russia bore no resemblance to drumming 
windmills or crockery along the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe. Russians 
conducted a great deal of business at fairs or bazaars. Each summer four 
hundred thousand traders and hangers-on crowded into the shops and stalls 
of Nizhni-Novgorod, attending the largest fair. They spent $150 million at 
forty-five hundred outlets, many on such streets and lanes as Striped Linen 
Row, Soft Goods Row, Spoon Row, Soap Row, and Bell Row. American 
merchants desired to advance trade with methods that marked their do- 
mestic market, rather than Russian ways. They were impossibly narrow in 
their grasp of what Russians desired, how it might be possible to confront 
the admittedly vast Russian market.”° 


3. 


All the while, diplomats handled relations between the United States and 
Russia. Unfortunately, the U.S. diplomatic corps lacked competence. Its 
public servants were too few to handle matters. There were 213 people em- 
ployed in Washington, D.C., from men whose cutaway coats were badges of 
office to messengers and the secretary’s chauffeur. Less than 450 individuals 
were on foreign posts. ?! 

The front-line representatives in Russia offered an equally strange Amer- 
ican mosaic. There was, in fact, nothing interesting to say in 1913 about the 
embassy in St. Petersburg. Ambassador Guild, who upon his arrival found 
that the embassy did not subscribe to a Russian newspaper, was not only 
pained over abrogation of the commercial treaty but also disappointed that 
President Wilson had not asked him to continue as ambassador. A skeleton 
staff under Chargé d’Affaires Charles Wilson took in and processed only 
the essential diplomatic laundry.” 

Election of presidents and abrogation of treaties had no effect on the con- 
sular service. Gottschalk did visit Warsaw, Riga, St. Petersburg, Moscow, 
Odessa, and Batum, while another inspector went to Vladivostok.” The 
consul general was a finicky, self-assured, and intelligent person, and he 
took his duties seriously. His task was to move around and observe and if 
possible improve America’s representatives, and he made sure he saw as 
much as possible and when necessary recommended changes. 
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Inspector Gottschalk thought that Leslie Davis, a former guide to tourists 
who held the consul’s post in Batum, was too “awkward, rough and shy” ever 
to serve “in any but a remote, uncivilized and unexciting place.” Gottschalk 
believed that instead of going three hundred miles to climb Mount Ararat, 
Davis should have been monitoring ports on the Black Sea and gathering 
statistics on the flow of products in and out of Persia. The inspector faulted 
him for his “plain” manner and for habits “not quite those of better society 
at home.” 

From Odessa, Gottschalk reported that people found Consul John Grout 
unattractive because of a “pronouncedly nervous manner, which at times 
amounts to undignified excitability. ... He is troubled, moreover, with a 
sort of eruption (not constant) over the forehead and nose, which would 
suggest to some people, when allied to his generally nervous manner, that 
he overindulged in intoxicants.” Because of neurasthenia, as the inspector 
put it, Grout was inclined to stay at his desk “instead of mingling as much 
with business men, during business hours, as some consuls might.” 

When Gottschalk arrived in Riga, through which passed a third of Rus- 
sia’s trade with the United States, he found the consulate run by Laurance 
Hill, a British subject whose family had lived three generations in Russia. 
After a week’s stay Gottschalk rated him sixteen on a scale of one hundred, 
“one of the worst specimens of polite, denationalized persons I have ever 
known ~and I have a life’s experience among Creoles and Levantines of all 
sorts.” Hill was a lazy hypochondriac who felt no loyalty to the Department 
of State. The only good thing was that he would retire soon and be replaced 
by Douglas Jenkins. ”6 

In St. Petersburg Chargé Wilson told Gottschalk that Jacob Conner was 
“not completely normal.” The man had “neurotic conditions, which closely 
resemble insanity,” so the inspector opined. As an official he was “at present 
mentally unfit.” Conner’s worst sin was against the service. He had allowed 
the consulate’s shield, its outside sign, to become so weathered and shabby 
that the landlord had ordered the janitor to tear it down and deposit it 
at Conner’s office door. Conner informed his superior in Moscow, Consul 
General John Snodgrass, with whom he had picked fights, that he would be 
signing no more letters as “Your obedient servant” because he was no one’s 
servant. He belittled instructions from Washington as “damned foolishness” 
composed by “insignificant clerks.” Gottschalk wrote him off as “wholly and 
completely disloyal and insubordinate.””” 

Although “something of an old beau,” the consul in Warsaw, Thomas 
Heenan, could no longer remember the month or year he had entered the 
service, not to mention points of any international issue. Heenan walked 
the streets every afternoon, but the sixty-five-year-old never left the city, 
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never studied the Poles, and was seldom seen socially or in business circles. 
He had no future “except in a small post where it was understood that his 
clerk was to do all the work.” 

Only in Moscow and Vladivostok did taxpayers receive competence. 
Because Consul General Snodgrass was on leave, it fell to Vice Consul 
Alfred W. Smith to stand Gottschalk’s inspection. Smith would “never see a 
chance until it is very plainly before him,” the report read, for the reason that 
he lacked brilliance. Gottschalk liked him; he was the only person in charge 
of an American facility in all of Russia who spoke Russian. He had married 
“a gentlewoman” and was managing an office in the country’s commercial 
center, burdened with correspondence. The office furnished information 
on trade in Russian, Polish, German, French, and English. It pleased the 
inspector to note that “business relations are carefully preserved, and seem 
excellent.” 

In Vladivostok, where the Trans-Siberian railway ended, another less 
caustic inspector visited Consul John Jewell. Here was a man of “excellent 
appearance, quiet and dignified,” who supervised “all details of the work of 
his office.” No physical impairments, no mental quirks; he was absolutely 
suited, according to the report, to this seaport office “with hardly any seaport 
or other business.”*° 

Dismissing the dead wood and hiring good wood was easier said than 
done. Since 1906 the civil service had protected diplomatic tenure. Regard- 
less of local living costs, salaries had been tied to the class of the facility and 
there were nine classes. Consuls made $2,500 or $3,500 a year. Gottschalk 
reckoned necessities and amenities costing $1,000 in the United States cost 
$2,500. Davis lived a “rather shabby” life in Batum. Although Conner in 
St. Petersburg shared the expense of a flat with a businessman, $3,500 
did not permit him to dress, entertain, or travel “as an official of a foreign 
government is expected to, in Russia.” Another bachelor, Jewell in Vladi- 
vostok, lived with the British and French consuls. Grout in Odessa, his 
wife, and two boys used $2,000 a year from real estate and investments 
to pay for their expenses. Vice Consul Smith spent $1,200, derived from a 
block of family-owned buildings in Odessa, to sustain him in Moscow in a 
manner that Gottschalk thought “modest verging on —not exactly shabby, 
but nearly that.”*! 

America’s well-born families considered the diplomatic corps an hon- 
orable, even intellectually and culturally broadening, place for college- 
graduated sons to begin, and they could afford to cover the differences. But 
the corps comprised two services, the one diplomatic, the other consular. 
The latter dealt with trade matters, not pourparlers in the salons, and that 
did not suit the tastes of well-off Americans; their sons did not enter into it. 
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The consular service was for cast-offs or men who liked to adorn the smaller 
cities of a largely unknown nation. The lack of quality as Gottschalk beheld 
it was sad evidence, if such were needed, that the government, representing 
its people, was making little effort to discover what was going on. 

If Wilson thought about Russia at all in the first few days and weeks of 
his administration, he might well have reflected on the tenuous nature of 
what he had inherited from the previous administration: absence of a treaty 
defining commercial relations and no prospects of getting one as long as the 
Jewish passport question remained unresolved; an amateur diplomatic and 
counsellor service in Russia; no permanent ambassador to St. Petersburg 
for more than a year. This unpromising start became hopelessly confused 
with the onset of the Great War in Europe and, then, revolution in Russia. 
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1914-1916 
Three Ambassadors for St. Petersburg 


n the years of peace and into the years of war, up until April 1917, 

when the United States entered World War I as a belligerent, President 
Wilson did not give much time or thought to the subject of relations with 
the government of Russia. But even though he was not much interested in 
Russia, he had to appoint an ambassador. This did not prove to be an easy 
task. The will perhaps was there, but Wilson’s mind is not easy to fathom. He 
may have been busy, although all accounts of the president’s activity in his 
first term in the White House testify to a short workday. The president might 
not have believed that his country’s relations with Russia justified much 
time and thought. He preferred to turn his attention elsewhere; he worked 
on reforming the mechanisms of the government. In foreign relations the 
problems of Mexico and, then, beginning in August 1914, those of the 
European war appeared more important. The latter had largely to do with 
American neutrality. His efforts failed to force the belligerents, Germany 
in particular, to respect American neutral commerce on the high seas. 

The president’s first order of business concerning Russia was to replace 
Republican ambassador Curtis Guild with a Democratic appointee. His 
leading candidate refused after much delay. His second choice immediately 
stepped down after his nomination due to unfavorable publicity. His third 
selection failed to live up to expectations after fifteen months of tenure. 
His fourth choice, David R. Francis, held the ambassadorship for the re- 
mainder of Wilson’s presidency. Ambassador Francis got President Wilson 
to recognize the democratic Provisional Government in April 1917. This 
decision fit nicely into the president’s declaration of war message that upheld 
democracy over autocracy. Afterwards, Wilson lost confidence in Francis 
and appointed committees to formulate his Russian policy. This dilution 
of decision making detracted from the Wilson administration’s ability to 
create a strong and consistent policy. It left a vacuum in America’s Russian 
policy that allowed ad hoc voices to spin alternative policies. This confused 
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situation completely broke down with the increasing inability of the Provi- 
sional Government to rule successfully. At the moment of the ambassador's 
greatest triumph, the recognition of the Provisional Government, missions 
of experts superseded him. 

With this virtual void of leadership in the making of Russian foreign pol- 
icy, the State Department and ambassador might have been factors in bring- 
ing the United States into a better relationship with Russia. The department 
itself under President Wilson’s first secretary of state, his political ally and 
the Democratic wheelhorse William Jennings Bryan, unfortunately did not 
prove very helpful. 

Without presidential leadership in this area, at least while Bryan was 
secretary, the only possible source of change in relations would have been 
the St. Petersburg embassy. Everything came down to the talents of the 
American ambassadors in St. Petersburg. Guild could do little; Henry M. 
Pindell and George C. Marye, the first two selections of the State Depart- 
ment and President Wilson, were failures. Finally, the president settled as a 
final resort on David R. Francis, who took hold of the office. He was smart 
enough and more active, yet unprepared for Russia, and ignorant, more a 
spectator than a mover. There was more concern over a commercial treaty 
than over the bettering of relations to shore up a weak regime. 

Francis, formerly the governor of Missouri, represented the heartland of 
the American Middle West. An individual with considerable political expe- 
rience, which was essential for the Russian post, he lacked understanding 
of Russia. He was unaware of how perilous the situation was, especially 
after the European war broke out and Russia’s weaknesses were exposed. 


1. 


Before the war's outbreak, upon the takeover of the government in Wash- 
ington by the Wilsonians, Ambassador Guild wrote a friend that he would 
not fail to state matters as they stood. He wrote that as a former ambassador 
he would remain silent on relations with Russia except that “the misunder- 
standing in the United States of problems here is so serious and the condi- 
tions here so delicate.” ! He thought it his duty to inform the president-elect; 
he was not looking for favors. He cited examples of American misunder- 
standing: negotiations for a treaty had been taking place in St. Petersburg 
when they were supposed to be in Washington; American Jews were not 
the only ones singled out for poor treatment but, rather, all foreign Jews 
were treated alike and every other nation acquiesced; Americans thought 
that Russia bought a trifling number of goods in the United States. He 
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mentioned how painful the scene in St. Petersburg was over abrogation 
of the 1832 treaty. He had avoided a breach between America and Russia. 
Guild was able to appeal to the Council of Ministers for favorable treatment 
of American Jews on an individual basis and he put the embassy in order, 
started subscription to Russian newspapers, found an efficient chief clerk, 
hired a reliable translator, and came twice to Washington with information, 
stating, “I do wish to lay what I have learned here at the disposition of the 
new President before he takes any positive action.”? 

Guild wrote a confidential report regarding what appeared as a change 
on the passport question. Premier Ivan Goremykin had said that a bill was 
being prepared to simplify passports. Guild recommended awaiting devel- 
opments. In March 1913 he had saved the administration embarrassment 
by reminding Bryan to have the president send a cable recognizing the 
tercentenary of the Romanov dynasty.* The promise of more consultations 
ended after Guild’s return in mid-1913. 

The president saw a report in the New York Times in August 1914 refer- 
ring to an editorial by Guild in the Boston Commercial Bulletin. Guild had 
maintained that the president told friends he foresaw a boom for American 
business in selling to both sides during the war. The former ambassador 
labeled this a heartless utterance by a hardened cynic. “No, Mr. President, 
not even on the sordid lines of material and selfish gain are the awful facts 
of today’s history to be viewed with exultation, still less with gaiety.” The 
Boston Herald wrote that the president's secretary, Joseph P. Tumulty, de- 
nied any reference by the president to prosperity as a result of the war. The 
Boston Globe reported a Tumulty telegram to Guild that the statement was 
“anqualifiedly false.” Guild responded that he had quoted from a dispatch 
in the Boston Herald and was glad the president repudiated it. He tried to 
straighten out the affair by telling Tumulty he had only quoted the Herald. 
He had not made the statement himself, he said, and they were both “victims 
of some very yellow journalism.”4 

By this time there was no possibility of Guild’s return. Wilson offered 
Charles R. Crane the ambassadorship and soon the president was begging 
the Chicago plumbing magnate not to decline: “I simply cannot adjust my 
mind to giving up the idea of having you represent us at the Court of 
Russia.” Crane’s father, who had built the family business, had died in 
1912. The family expected its eldest son to attend to the business.° Crane 
had displayed an interest in Russia and often traveled there. 

Meanwhile, Ambassador George P. Bakhmetev called at the State De- 
partment to say the tsar believed America and Russia ought to have a com- 
mercial treaty and that an American ambassador would facilitate negotia- 
tion. “I suppose there is no hurry about it,” Bryan remarked. The president 
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replied that he would rather argue with the Russians over the rights of Jews 
“when we have got some of our pressing business off our hands.”® 

Crane was the only appropriate candidate. For months neither the pres- 
ident nor the secretary considered anyone else. Intermediaries gave the 
impression that Crane might take the post in a year or so. Bryan suggested 
the idea of a temporary appointment. At this point the name of a newspaper 
publisher in Peoria, Henry M. Pindell, arose. Senator J. Hamilton Lewis 
of Illinois put forward Pindell’s name. Because Pindell had been a Wilson 
supporter in the recent election, Lewis promised him a soft berth in St. 
Petersburg until Crane was ready. Bryan reminded the president that Pin- 
dell, an original Wilson man, would “enable us to recognize Illinois again 
when his successor is ready to be appointed.” Wilson sent Pindell’s name to 
the Senate in November 1913 in an effort to accommodate “Ham” Lewis. 
Watching from the Department of State, Counselor John Bassett Moore 
saw a risky game in which the president hoped to dupe the Senate. The 
Senate gave its consent to Pindell’s ambassadorship early in 1914. Pindell 
declined.” 

By this time Wilson was sixteen months into his term. Bryan had once 
considered William G. Sharp of Ohio, but as a former member of the House 
Foreign Affairs Committee, Sharp had recommended abrogation of the 
commercial treaty. He was persona non grata in St. Petersburg, according 
to Bakhmetev, although he became ambassador to France. Wilson now gave 
the name of a California banker, George C. Marye, to the Senate. Marye 
was confirmed on July 9.8 

The first secretary of the embassy in Berlin, Joseph C. Grew, joked that 
Marye must have exclaimed, “Ambassador, Ambassador!” before a mirror 
in amazement over his appointment.’ From the time of Guild’s resignation 
until the appointment of Marye, the embassy was under the guidance of its 
first secretary, Charles Wilson. When Marye took his post the administra- 
tion’s aims in Russia were still limited to a trade treaty that would resolve the 
passport issue. There was little other concern about the relations between 
the two countries. 

Marye corresponded with Guild as well as with Guild’s predecessor, 
Charlemagne Tower, to find out about his tasks. Guild, he confessed, had 
been “one of the most popular men in official life in the Russian capital.” No 
doubt he read Guild’s article in the Yale Review that stated how Americans 
had many “erroneous ideas of Russia.” !° 

On July 3, 1914, the New York Times reported Marye’s selection under 
the heading, “Hope for Russian Treaty: Administration Expects Marye 
to Reopen Negotiations.” The article noted that when the White House 
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announced Marye’s appointment, it suggested that he “might take up that 
subject.”" 

Colonel House’s account of Marye’s appointment displayed the shal- 
lowness of the administration’s policy: “It was thought he would make a 
campaign contribution and [Thomas J.] Pence, [Joseph P.] Tumulty and 
several Senators were led to urge his appointment on that account. Marye’s 
secretary was filling them full of what Marye would do for the party, and 
then Marye left without giving the campaign committee a dollar.” ” 

Marye did not reach St. Petersburg, now renamed Petrograd to give 
it a Slavic sound, until October 1914, a delay of four months. By then, 
World War I had begun and Russia had lost the battle of Tannenberg in 
late August. 

At this time the president asked the embassy to make known his wish to 
mediate the great conflict. The United States was a signatory of the Second 
Hague Peace Conference of 1907. Wilson would welcome an opportunity to 
act in the interest of peace under one of the conventions of that conference. 
The tsar responded by thanking Wilson but noting that the war was imposed 
on Russia. It was, he continued, “premature to contemplate the possibility 
of peace.” !5 

Bakhmetev had told Marye in Washington that it was too dangerous for 
him to proceed to Petrograd. The Russian ambassador pointed out that the 
position of American ambassador had been vacant for two years. Marye 
had to represent German and Austrian interests since they had requested 
and received American protection of their embassies, prisoners of war, and 
all other matters. Would it not look as if the United States was hurrying for 
the sake of the Central Powers? Official circles in Petrograd, Bakhmetev 
continued, had been hostile to the United States since abrogation of the 
treaty. Anyway, the war would be over in a few months, and then it would 
be safe for Marye to set forth. 4 

Bryan informed Wilson of Bakhmetev’s opinions and stressed his feeling 
that a bad impression would be made if, after a two-year delay, an am- 
bassador appeared just as the Germans and Austrians asked the United 
States to represent their interests. “With regard to Marye,” Wilson replied, 
“T think the course you propose is the right one to pursue. I think I would, 
through Wilson, the Chargé, obtain the views of the Russian Government.” 
Marye spoke to Tumulty, to Senator Ollie M. James of Kentucky, twice with 
Bryan, and again to Bakhmetev. A cable from Chargé Wilson confirmed 
that although the tsar believed that Marye’s presence was not necessary, he 
would cordially receive him. That changed Bakhmetev’s mind, and Marye 
departed for his new post. Before leaving, he had conversations with the 
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president, Schiff, Marshall, and Herman Bernstein. He arrived in London, 
then proceeded to Petrograd via Berlin. 

Parenthetically, Count Sergei Witte of Treaty of Portsmouth fame had 
met with Chargé Wilson and “in strictest confidence” told him that the 
Russian government wanted Witte to go to America and help to arrange a 
large loan. He said that he would not go unless Russia revised its passport 
restrictions. He assured the chargé that the loan would be spent for Amer- 
ican goods. The State Department deemed this information so important 
that its counselor, Robert Lansing, sent it to the president with the com- 
ment, “It would be most gratifying if a treaty such as is proposed could 
be negotiated . . . as it would be accomplishing the seemingly impossible.” 
The response was that the first of Witte’s conditions was essential if he were 
to be a special envoy. Lansing cautioned as to the second, that the United 
States could not take any part in loans to belligerents. It should be noted 
that Lansing had become counselor in 1914 and was appointed secretary of 
state in 1915 with Bryan’s resignation in the midst of the German sinking 
of the Lusitania and the resulting diplomatic crisis. !® 

Meanwhile Bakhmetev proposed a system of promissory notes to pay 
for supplies purchased in the United States. Lansing believed that this was 
different from a war loan. The ambassador suggested short-term obliga- 
tions where amounts and interest were to be determined by the American 
government. The initial amount desired was $5 million. !7 

Shortly after his arrival, Marye visited the embassy at 34 Furshtatskaya, 
off Liteiny Prospekt. The following day he saw Foreign Minister Sazonov, 
who arranged for the tsar to receive him and accept his letters of credence. 
Marye was impressed by the tsar and, after a series of conversations with 
Sazonov, prepared a report on commercial relations. The New York Herald 
wondered at the delay of the treaty and maintained that Russia was eager to 
increase its imports tenfold. On reading this report, Lansing concluded that 
Russia would “discuss that passport question because of the desire mani- 
fested by Count Witte and by M. Sazonoff. . . to negotiate a commercial 
treaty.” '® Unfortunately, Witte died before he could undertake the mission. 

The tardiness of Marye’s negotiation of a treaty led House to tell the 
president he, the colonel, would be willing to go to Petrograd and make the 
treaty. Wilson responded, according to House, that “He hated to ask me to 
go to Russia in winter, but he thought it would be of great advantage, and 
he expressed a lack of confidence in the ability of Marye to do such work.” 
House was more emphatic about Marye and in a letter to the president 
wrote: “I do not believe that Marye is equal to the job. I do not hear good 
things of him.”!° 
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Chargé Wilson had cautioned the secretary of state against accepting the 
German and Austrian request to look after their interests. He pointed out 
that America had done service for Japan during the Russo-Japanese War, 
with a most unfortunate effect. The German Foreign Ministry approached 
the American ambassador in Berlin, James W. Gerard, with the request: 
“Formally asked by Foreign Minister if United States will take over Ger- 
man embassies in France and Russia and any other countries with which 
Germany may be at war.” On August 3, 1914, the State Department granted 
permission to the embassy to act for Germany and Austria-Hungary.”° 

At this point the plight of German and Austro-Hungarian prisoners 
(POWs) in Russia then reached such extremes that the Austrian ambas- 
sador in Washington, Constantin Dumba, asked the president to make a 
personal appeal to the tsar. Charles B. Smith, a congressman from Buffalo 
and member of the committee on foreign affairs, offered to go to Petrograd 
to help with prisoners and assist with the commercial treaty. The president 
declined the offer, fearing to confuse American interests. The German gov- 
ernment cabled the principles to be followed for prisoners, which included 
inspection of camps, freedom to converse, ascertaining needs, and sending 
of mail and food. The American YMCA and Red Cross would also play 
important roles in prisoner relief.?! 

The president consulted with Charles P. Anderson, a member of the State 
Department who, together with Lansing, was handling the prisoner ques- 
tion. Both officials cautioned the president to include a paragraph to the 
effect that because the United States did not represent Russian interests in 
Germany or Austria, America could not help with Russia’s prisoners. Wil- 
son made it the fourth paragraph of a letter asking that “this Government 
might be able to supply or vouch for, the right to distribute to the pris- 
oners in Siberia, either military or civil, money, medicines, and supplies.” 
Marye cabled that Sazonov and the tsar were eager to grant the request 
but wanted assurance that “the same thing would be done for my people in 
Germany.” Marye told the tsar that the president would see to its fairness. 
The tsar referred the matter to Sazonov, whose note to Marye used such 
language as “perfect mutuality,” “in the same amounts,” and “extend the 
same kindnesses.”” 

When Bryan resigned in 1915 the issue was unresolved. The new secre- 
tary, Robert Lansing, reported to Marye that America had arranged with 
Spain to extend to Russian prisoners in Germany and Austria-Hungary 
the relief and assistance American agencies gave to German and Austrian 
prisoners in Russia. He suggested that supplies sent to Siberia might go 
through China. Spain gave its consent for its representatives in Vienna and 
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Berlin to “render all possible assistance to representatives [of the] Ameri- 
can Red Cross and other American philanthropic societies.” The Russian 
government gave its approval for the American Red Cross to help in this 
enterprise.” 

Looking after German and Austrian interests meant that the embassy 
staff, in cooperation with the Red Cross and YMCA, had to check condi- 
tions in Russia’s prisoner camps and make sure that Germans and Austrians 
were fairly treated, as well as care for German and Austrian nationals in 
the Russian and Russo-Polish war zones. According to a Russian-German 
agreement, nationals in the war zone who were under the age of seventeen 
or over forty-five, as well as women and children and all people otherwise 
incapable of military service, were to return to their countries. 

It was Marye’s duty to report to Sazonov the complaints he was receiving. 
One complaint came from the German envoy in Stockholm, Helmuth von 
Stédten. Hearing that Americans had been traveling in a private railroad 
car, he asked if the money came from German funds for use in aiding Ger- 
mans. Marye took this accusation as an insult and decided to discuss it 
with Stédten. He noted that if Stédten or any other officials complained 
about embassy conduct, they should lay the charges before the German 
foreign office, which would take up the matter with the State Department. 
Further, Marye stated, the United States billed transportation conducted 
during inspections to the Russian government. Marye sent American dis- 
patches through the German embassy in Stockholm for speed, not comment 
by Stédten.% 

The problem with passports was as bothersome as that of representing 
governments, if in a different way. Schiff reminded the president of his 
obligation to see that this issue was settled.*5 The president selected a com- 
mission to send to Russia to aid in the endeavor. It was composed of Crane; 
the president of the University of Virginia, Edwin Alderman; perhaps the 
Slavic expert at Harvard, Archibald Cary Coolidge; and the presidents of 
two other universities. The war prevented the commission from becoming 
active even though Lansing wrote Crane that it was provided for in Bryan’s 
“cooling off” treaty between the United States and Russia of 1914. Lans- 
ing sent Marye a confidential memorandum: “Make informal and direct 
inquiries at Foreign Office as to how Russian Government would view 
proposal to enter into preliminary negotiations for new commercial treaty 
between Russia and the United States....The passport question to be 
discussed in the negotiations with a view to settling it in a way which will 
be satisfactory to both parties.”° 

Ambassador Marye and Chargé Wilson reported changes in regulations 
to the department. American passport regulations required that in cases 
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of naturalization the date and previous allegiance be listed. In contrast, a 
U.S. passport described the holder as a citizen of the United States and 
stated age and description as well as the object of the visit, but not whether 
a citizen was naturalized. The United States contended that once persons 
became naturalized, they were equal to native-born, and Lansing said it 
would not be practical to change passports to include such information. 
The State Department agreed to attach to passports the application that 
did show the type of citizenship that applicants had previously held.?” 

Marye received a message saying that the State Department was ready 
for him to take up the question of a commercial treaty. He spoke to Sazonov, 
who said he would consider a proposal. Marye told Sazonov that a treaty 
should follow the lines of the treaty of 1832 and that they could reserve the 
passport problem for later resolution.” 

Lansing’s intent was to arrange a treaty with Russia while ironing out 
other difficulties. Marye reported that possibilities for such a treaty were 
good. Lansing cabled Marye: “Your dispatch No. 184 June 23 relative to 
new treaty received with gratification. A project is being drafted which will 
be forwarded to you as soon as possible.” The president remained skeptical 
of Marye, telling Lansing: “I do not feel that I have any means of estimating 
Marye’s ability or his aptitude for an important task of this kind. Perhaps 
you know him and can judge how carefully and minutely he will have to be 
instructed and guided. My intimate thought is that the whole matter had 
better be most carefully formulated from this side of the water so far as the 
proposals of the government are concerned.” Lansing replied that he had 
no idea of Marye’s ability but negotiations would have to be in Petrograd. 
“My idea,” he said, “is that we can instruct Marye very definitely in regard 
to the negotiations as it progresses.””? 

What followed was the case of a missing draft treaty. When Marye’s 
secretary, Raymond T. Baker, returned to the United States for a visit, 
Lansing prepared a draft, which Baker was to take with him when he 
returned to Russia. He left without the draft. It was expected that the draft 
would come in the diplomatic pouch. But, as of Marye’s resignation in 
January 1916, no draft appeared. 

Probably the president had lost faith in Marye, partly because of com- 
plaints by the German government to Colonel House. These confirmed the 
longstanding source of trouble for Marye, raised by House in a letter to 
Wilson: 


Another thing I will bring to your attention when I return is our Embassy 
at Petrograd. The German Government is seriously thinking of taking their 
affairs out of our hands. They claim that more German and Austrian prisoners 
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are dying in Russia from bad treatment than are now being lost on the battle- 
fields, and they attribute it largely to the lack of interest our representatives 
are giving the matter. From what I can learn from disinterested sources like 
Gerard and Renfield, Mayre [vic] seems totally unfit.*! 


Marye had been prompted to take up the treaty because there was interest 
in the Duma in changing or eliminating Jewish laws. He felt the passport 
issue might disappear before any treaty was brought before Sazonov. One 
indication of this was that the tsar had already issued a rescript that out- 
standing proceedings against Jews carrying on business outside the Pale 
would be dismissed.” 

However, Marye submitted his resignation in January 1916: “The sever- 
ity of the winter in Petrograd I find trying to my health.” His wife claimed 
life in Petrograd was “dull beyond the power of language to convey.” Wil- 
son accepted Marye’s resignation. House thought it was essential to rid the 
service of Marye, whom he felt was unfit and an embarrassment to the gov- 
ernment. Herbert H. D. Pierce, former minister to Norway, was dispatched 
to Russia, and until a new ambassador could be chosen, negotiations were 


tabled. 


2: 


Many suggestions for a new ambassador were made. House believed 
a former minister to Argentina, John Garrett, might be suitable. Wilson 
remembered Brand Whitlock, then working on Belgian relief, but Whitlock 
refused. The president asked Lansing about a “gentleman in St. Louis,” and 
Lansing thought he “would be a good one.” Even Crane’s name came up 
again. Edward O. Wood suggested a lawyer from the Midwest, Alfred 
Lucking. Crane promoted the New York lawyer George Rublee.™ 

In the end, Wilson asked David R. Francis of St. Louis, and Francis 
accepted. As Assistant Secretary of State William Phillips wrote, “It seems 
utterly hopeless to try to do anything in Russia, and I am counting the hours 
until you can get there and straighten out this very bad and complicated 
mess.” Phillips’ comments spoke volumes about Marye’s tenure. 

Francis, former mayor of St. Louis, governor of Missouri, and secre- 
tary of the interior, had developed several ideas about American-Russian 
relations. American Jews were needlessly anti-Russian and should make 
fewer complaints; abrogation of the 1832 treaty benefited no one and accom- 
plished nothing; J. P. Morgan and Company was pro-British and additional 
American creditors had to be found; the British government had conspired 
with Morgan to keep the United States away from Russian markets by 
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censoring information about Russia; the United States had to get its own 
cable to Russia and to take over German commercial trade.*° 

Upon arriving at his post, Francis saw that there was no system or dis- 
cipline at the embassy, that it was demoralized and far behind in its work. 
He visited Sazonov and to his astonishment found that the foreign minister 
would not negotiate a treaty. The minister mentioned that at a forthcoming 
Allied economic conference Russia would agree to no new arrangements. 
Russia harbored no resentment over abrogation of the treaty. According to 
Francis, “I told Sazonoff, who speaks very good English, that I was greatly 
disappointed, and in fact decidedly so, because to negotiate such a treaty 
had been the main object I had had in view when accepting the appointment 
as Ambassador.”*” 

President Wilson’s ambassador believed that the delay over the treaty was 
due to British influence, a factor to which he had given thought while on 
shipboard. He had his own banking connections in New York, and cabled 
friends and the president that he found J. P. Morgan pro-British to the 
extent that he wanted to replace German dominance in the Russian trade 
with the British. American cables often went through Britain, and during 
the war the British acted as an intermediary by not relaying messages or 
editing them. Francis wanted direct connections because of what he foresaw 
as America’s unlimited commercial possibilities. 

Whether or not Sazonov was aware of the advantages of a treaty, he was 
the only individual in the government who Francis felt could aid his cause. 
The new State Department counselor, Frank L. Polk, believed Sazonov did 
not want a treaty; the “only explanation in my mind is that they are unwilling 
to make a treaty with us during the war as they wish to keep friendly with 
Japan; or the other theory would be that they have some understanding with 
Japanas to their relations in China and want to be independent of us in every 
way.” Francis commented on Polk’s observation: “This is unquestionably 
the case. Sazonoff said as much to me.” The president wrote to Francis: “I 
have been very much concerned by your report of the present disinclination 
of the Russian Government to negotiate a new commercial treaty with us. 
I hope that you will watch very narrowly, and with as much curiosity as 
you can venture to exercise, the relations growing up between Russia and 
Japan.” 

Francis wrote Senator William J. Stone of Missouri that “It is absolutely 
impossible to negotiate a commercial treaty in [which] the Jews are men- 
tioned therein —there is no use making the effort.” To Lansing he opined, 
“M. Sazonoff remarked to me that Russia has some Japanese subjects, and 
that she likes the Japanese, but that they are objectionable to America; that 
Russia, however, had not asked us to permit the Japanese to come into our 
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country —and the same thing, said he applies to China.” Sazonov thought 
that Russian Jews were pro-German and disloyal and that nearly every spy 
in Russia was a Jew.” 

The Allied conference in Paris from June 14 to 17, 1916, confirmed 
Sazonov’s position on renewal, as he had told Francis: “In effect they pro- 
pose an offensive and defensive commercial alliance between the allied 
powers, not only during the war but throughout the reconstruction period 
following, and recommend such an alliance to continue through the period 
of permanent peace.” Francis reported that the Russo-Japanese Treaty of 
January 3 of that year was strictly a military alliance and not commercial, 
as Sazonov had assured him. He continued to wish for a treaty if only the 
Jews would not “vent their spleen.”° 

Russians believed that because the oceans provided America with safe 
borders, America focused on commerce and not preparedness. It was more 
profitable, said the Russian consul general in Seattle, N. Bogoyavlensky, 
for rich America to develop trade and seek alliances against competitors, 
especially Japan. Though the war was seen to make Americans rich, it could 
bring involvementin the fighting. The consul believed that Wilson’s desire to 
stop the European conflict was based on fear of involvements. L. Alurievsky 
of the Stock Exchange Courier in Petrograd was writing Bakhmetev that trade 
had to increase, but Russians had little practical experience in accomplish- 
ing that objective. The correspondent in New York City for publications 
of the Russian ministry of finance, A. G. Sack, was able to get a five-page 
supplement into the New York Evening Post and asked for data from the 
ministry to encourage the “vast interest in USA to Russian [commercial] 
values [and the] . . . publishing of official data of financial positions.”4! 

Suddenly Sazonov resigned as foreign minister. Francis cabled: “Resig- 
nation attributed to ill health.”* As Francis discovered, the tsar had de- 
manded Sazonov’s resignation because of pressure by Empress Alexandra 
and Minister of Interior Baron Boris V. Stiirmer, president of the Council 
of Ministers, who replaced Sazonov as foreign minister. 

Francis estimated Stiirmer to be in his seventies. He spoke English “very 
indifferently.” He “does not seem to have the respect of any of the prominent 
Russians whom I have met. His appointment is decidedly a reactionary vic- 
tory.” Francis quoted a Russian banker: “ ‘It is just as appropriate as would 
be the appointment of a tailor to the place I occupy.’” In a candid message 
Francis revealed that Stiirmer was a reactionary and an opportunist with 
no convictions or intellect: “I have had two conferences with him and must 
say that he did not impress me as a man with a breadth of view or as imbued 
with high ideals.” Stiirmer showed Francis the customary courtesies and 
appeared interested in a treaty, but refused to act. By the end of August, 
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the ambassador thought that getting a treaty with all the privileges of a 
most-favored nation would be impossible. He blamed the Jews. ** 

Ambassador Francis encouraged the vice president of the National City 
Bank of New York, Samuel McRoberts, to come to Russia. With the help of 
a syndicate of New York banks, McRoberts negotiated a credit in America 
of $50 million against 150 million rubles deposited in the Imperial Russian 
Bank. American banks would receive 6.5 percent per annum and a com- 
mission of one-quarter of 1 percent every three months, plus a favorable 
purchase of rubles and bonds. Francis had gotten government agreement 
to pay half the cost of $6 million to lay a cable between America and Rus- 
sia. “The $50,000,000 loan to the Russian government, which was under 
negotiation for several months without being consummated, was not finally 
affected until McRoberts, accompanied by Rich, came to Petrograd.”“ 

The State Department complained that Francis violated propriety by 
establishing direct relations with ministries of the government instead of 
going through the foreign office. To this he replied, “Baron Stiirmer is in 
my judgment always pleased when he can ‘pass the buck’ to any other 
Department.” The procedure was, he insisted, advantageous because he 
enjoyed relations with the minister of finance, Peter Bark. Yet when he took 
up the commercial treaty, Bark could only consent to details and insisted 
that the principles would have to be agreed upon by Stiirmer. “I took up 
the matter with the Foreign Office and was advised by Assistant Minister 
Neuratoff [Neratov] that the time was not propitious for agreeing upon 
general principles. You can see therefore that if my diplomatic relations were 
strictly confined to the Foreign Office, I would make very little progress.” 
Bark sent the ambassador back to Stiirmer. At the foreign ministry Neratov 
believed that the times were unpropitious for general principles. It was 
obvious that a treaty would be impossible while the war continued. 

The embassy kept watch on political events. When the Fourth Duma 
reopened in November, Francis paid attention to speeches of the ministers 
of war and marine pledging army and navy support for the war and thanking 
the Duma and people for their cooperation. He told Lansing that “Stiirmer’s 
removal would produce pacifying effect and restore confidence. Emperor 
at front and inaccessible except to his staff and Empress who thought to 
favor Stiirmer.” He wrote a friend that some people thought Russia was on 
the eve of revolution. There was talk of removing Stiirmer as well as other 
ministers: “if the Emperor should insist upon retaining Stiirmer and should 
prorogue or dissolve the Duma, a revolution is likely to follow.” Stiirmer 
ultimately was removed. Francis cabled Lansing that this action eased the 
situation, though his successor, Alexander F. Trepov, might prove equally 
bad because he was not the choice of the Duma and “he is a much more 
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dangerous man in that position than Stiirmer was because he is a man with 
deep convictions and with a nerve of iron.” 

The drama quickly played itself out. In December 1916 Francis wrote 
his son about unsettled conditions. He told his daughter-in-law that things 
were depressed and there were no dances, receptions, ballets, operas, or the- 
ater. The nobility feared a revolution if popular concessions were granted. 
He mentioned the assassination of Gregory Rasputin, the tsarina’s faith 
healer and confidant, in a letter to the granddaughter of President Ulysses 
S. Grant, Princess Julia Cantacuzene-Speransky, but reserved details for 
his son: “the killing of a professed priest named Rasputin, whose influence 
over the Empress and through her the Emperor has been deplored by this 
country... he was shot and at about 6 a.m. Dec. 17th... the body was 
placed in an automobile and was taken to a bridge over the ‘island,’ a hole 
was cut in the ice and his body thrown therein. . . . and yesterday afternoon 
Dec. 19th, your January Ist, the body was found. One side of the face was 
badly mutilated.” In a cable he said the killing “produced great tension” and, 
as aresult, Premier A. F. Trepov was replaced with the aged Prince Nikolai 
Golitsyn; the minister of justice, A. A. Makarov, was sacked, as was the 
minister of education, Count Paul Ignatiev; and the minister of agriculture, 
Count Vladimir Bobrinsky, resigned. Alexander D. Protopopov, whom all 
despised as Rasputin’s ally, stayed on as minister of the interior. Only Niko- 
lai N. Pokrovsky, minister of foreign affairs, appeared “candid, courageous 
and sincere.”4” 

Within a few months the 304-year-old Romanov dynasty collapsed. The 
March Revolution surprised the ambassador. The first inkling he had was 
on March 8, 1917, considered by many the first day: “Internal conditions in 
Russia are so far from being satisfactory that they are almost threatening.” 
The Petrograd commandant, General Sergei S. Khabalov, ordered workers 
not to strike on threat of being shot. “Reported troubles in the streets be- 
tween people and police. Streetcars stopped account strike operators.” To 
Lansing he cabled, “several demonstrations on the streets and dissatisfaction 
by the laboring classes and especially by the women, who find great diffi- 
culty in getting food.”“® Efforts were made “to produce strike and lawless 
demonstrations.” He wrote his wife, “it is now reported that there will be 
a general strike among the laboring people and hostile demonstrations by 
the women and the populace generally tomorrow and Tuesday, when the 
Duma will open.” Cossacks had been successful in dispersing the crowds. 
On March 11 he scribbled in his date book, “Street troubles Riots Police 
using machine guns on Nevsky. Fifty people reported killed.” 

The ambassador recorded the storm’s intensity: “Regiment soldiers mu- 
tinied killed Col commanding Joined people against police. Other regiments 
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mutinying Many fights between soldiers and police all over city Jails opened 
by Army.” That same day conservative Octobrist Party member Vasilii 
V. Shulgin told his Duma colleagues to seize power before factory work- 
ers did. Although the Duma’s committee accepted the recommendation, 
the Provisional Government was not proclaimed until March 15. Francis 
recognized the reality of events: “Fierce fighting in streets and all around 
Embassy on Fourstaskina Serquiskaia Liteiny and Znaminskaia especially 
Police have machine guns on house tops. Many generals and commanding 
officers killed. Looks like a real revolution.” 

Ina cable Francis felt this was the “best managed revolution that had ever 
taken place,” noting that a new government was in charge with Mikhail V. 
Rodzianko, president of the Duma, at its head. But he had not yet heard 
that Rodzianko had been pushed aside in favor of Prince George E. Lvov, a 
moderate Kadet Party member, and that Rodzianko’s efforts to persuade the 
Duma committee to have the tsar forma responsible ministry had failed. The 
committee instead opted for the tsar’s abdication. The Kadet Party, liberals 
directed by Paul N. Miliukov, a history professor, formed a government 
without Rodzianko. Francis continued to think Rodzianko was in charge. 
On March 16, he learned who ruled Russia: “Situation apparently under 
control of Duma which named Ministry with Lvov, Minister of the Interior 
and President of Ministers.” 5° 

House suggested to President Wilson that the United States recognize 
the government “as soon as England and France do.” But Francis was one 
step ahead. He knew that at a British War Cabinet meeting, the secretary 
for foreign affairs had been authorized “to give the British Ambassador at 
Petrograd full discretion to recognise the de facto government, if and when 
he considered this to be advisable.”®! 

It was the perspicacity of Francis that gave the United States the op- 
portunity to first recognize the Provisional Government. The French am- 
bassador, pressed by Miliukov, played a game, as did the British, to wait 
for a commitment to the war by the new government: “I’m not yet in a 
position,” said Maurice Paléologue, “to tell you that the Government of the 
Republic recognizes the government you have set up; but I’m certain I’m 
only anticipating my instructions in promising you active and sympathetic 
assistance on my part.” Francis cabled for permission to recognize because, 
as he put it, the old government had ceased to exist, the new was demo- 
cratic, and it was prepared to prosecute the war. These were not necessary 
conditions for America to recognize the government. They were judgments 
based on conversations with Miliukov. Francis seemed more worried that 
if the Russians did not persist in the war and the Central Powers were 
victorious, the empire would be restored. As he wrote: “I have impressed 
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this on Rodzianko and Foreign Minister Miliukoff [Miliukov] and they 
both expressed agreement.” When Lansing discussed recognition with the 
president, the secretary of state noted that the Central Powers represented 
autocracy and the Allies democracy: “for the welfare of mankind and for 
the establishment of peace in the world... . Democracy should succeed.” 
America’s entering the war “would strengthen the new democratic govern- 
ment of Russia, which we ought to encourage and with whom we ought to 
sympathize. If we delay, conditions may change and the opportune moment 


when our friendship would be useful may be lost.” Lansing cabled Francis: 
“See Miliukoff [Miliukov] for apt. with head of Provisional Gov’t to tell 
him US desires ‘to open relations with the new government of Russia.’ ”*? 

At a cabinet meeting on March 20, 1917, American neutrality was aban- 
doned and the question of including Russia in the president’s forthcoming 
war message to Congress was brought up. Lansing reported, “The President 
said that he did not see how he could speak of a war for Democracy or of 
Russia’s revolution in addressing congress. I replied that I did not perceive 
any objection but in any event I was sure that he could do so indirectly 
by attacking the character of the autocratic government of Germany... . 
To this the president answered, ‘Possibly.’”®* After the cabinet met, Wil- 
son asked Lansing and Postmaster General Albert S. Burleson how long 
it would take to prepare war legislation for Congress, and they replied 
one week. The following day he announced the calling of Congress for 
April 2. 

In his war message to a joint session of the Congress that evening, the 
president referred to Russia by echoing Lansing’s note of a partnership of 
democratic nations against autocracies, which could not be trusted to ob- 
serve covenants. The Russian people were democratic and had overthrown 
an alien aristocracy. The “great, generous Russian people have been added 
in all their naive majesty and might to the forces that are fighting for freedom 
in the world, for justice, and for peace. Here is a fit partner for a League 
of Honor.”*4 The Senate acted on the war resolution on April 4, and the 
House approved it on Good Friday, April 6, 1917. Meanwhile, Francis had 
enjoyed his greatest triumph when he presented the following message to 
Prince Lvov on March 22, 1917: 


I have the honor as American Ambassador, and as representative of the Gov- 
ernment of the United States accredited to Russia to hereby make formal 
recognition of the Provisional Government of all the Russias and to state 
that it gives me pleasure officially and personally to continue intercourse 
with Russia through the medium of the new Government. May the cordial 
relations existing between the two countries continue to obtain and may they 
prove mutually satisfactory and beneficial. 
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The results were immediate. K. M. Onu at the Russian embassy in Wash- 
ington informed the Associated Press that the ministry of foreign affairs 
gave “extraordinary significance at the present time to an economic rap- 
prochement of Russia and the United States.” It ordered B. E. Shatsky 
to work with the American-Russian Chamber of Commerce to organize 
a bureau in New York and Chicago. Shatsky spoke at a luncheon of the 
Chamber at the Biltmore Hotel. He told businessmen that this was Russia’s 
1776. American capital would be necessary in reconstruction, especially 
for railroads: “The conclusion of a Commercial Treaty between Russia and 
the United States is now a question of but a short time. Everybody and 
everything in Russia will welcome a rapprochement between Russia and 
the United States.” The next day, the Provisional Government placed an 
“argent” order for two thousand railway engines and forty thousand cars of 
rolling stock and planned to send an authorized person with specifications 
for more orders. 

Americans were added to the London Inter-Allied Supply Office at a 
meeting of the Inter-Allied Conference to gain cooperation in procurement, 
transport, and financing. The head of the Russian procurement commit- 
tee in America, General Zaliubovsky, cabled the need to cooperate with 
Washington on procurement by giving information, trying for requisitions 
from plants receiving orders, helping in every way to bring prices down. 
Zaliubovsky realized how important assistance would be.” 

Francis was critical of his staff’s attitude during his recent success. They 
viewed all political appointments with resentment: “Their constant effort is 
to demonstrate to the appointee who has not been trained in the service not 
only their superior knowledge of the forms but his want of knowledge and 
utter helplessness without their assistance and guidance.” By recognizing 
the Provisional Government he meant to convince his staff “not only that I 
am the Ambassador (which they had no doubt of before) but that my taking 
them into conference doesn’t mean that they can control my action in any 
particular.”* 

The head of the American Federation of Labor, Samuel Gompers, sent his 
greetings to the Russian workers. There were suggestions about what the 
American government should do in regards to the Provisional Government. 
General G. J. Sosnowsky of the Polish Committee asked Wilson to send war 
matériel over the Trans-Siberian railway, along with American troops anda 
unit of Polish Falcons with an American general at their head. Secretary of 
War Newton D. Baker thought the idea worth considering. Lansing threw 
in a suggestion that the president say something to assure the Provisional 
Government of his personal support for the establishment of democratic 
institutions. °° 
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The First Cold War Cabinet, the White House, Summer 1917. Front row, left to right: 
Secretary of Commerce William Redfield, Secretary of State Robert Lansing, Sec- 
retary of Agriculture David Houston, President Woodrow Wilson, Secretary of the 
Treasury William McAdoo, Postmaster General Albert Burleson. Back row: Secretary 
of the Navy Josephus Daniels, Secretary of Labor William B. Wilson, Secretary of 
War Newton Baker, Attorney General Thomas W. Gregory, Secretary of the Interior 
Franklin K. Lane. Courtesy of the Prints and Photographs Division of the Library of 
Congress. 


The most important suggestion, as it turned out, was made independently 
of the administration. Oscar Straus, who had been a leader in the struggle 
for abrogation of the commercial treaty, wrote Lansing, “we could send over 
to Russia a selected number of men of international experience who might 
be highly welcomed and most useful in enlightening the masses in Russia, 
presenting to them from America’s concrete experiences the blessings and 
opportunities free government affords.”® The idea had occurred to other 
persons, each with his own ideas about goals. House and Wilson endorsed 
the suggestion. 
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The First Cold War Cabinet plus one, Summer White House in Cornish, New Hamp- 
shire, Summer 1917. Colonel Edward Mandell House with President Woodrow Wilson. 
Courtesy of the Still Picture Unit, National Archives. 
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What if America at this critical moment had poured whatever material, 
money, and troops it could spare into support for the Provisional Govern- 
ment? Could Wilson have saved the government? Some individuals thought 
so and gave of their wisdom, actions, and largesse to prevent the govern- 
ment’s collapse. Perhaps it is not in the realm of possibility for one state to 
save another from its destiny, if destiny it be. Wilson’s efforts unfortunately 
were so small as to beg the question. In fairness, the ardor and optimism 
of Ambassador Francis, advice of his military attaché Brigadier General 
William V. Judson, efforts of American Red Cross official Raymond Robins, 
a million dollars paid out of his own pocket by the chief of the U.S. Red 
Cross Mission, William B. Thompson, all aimed at preserving the Eastern 
Front, were to no avail. No one sensed Russia’s profound social, economic, 
and political distress.°! 

It was encouraging that President Wilson recognized the Provisional 
Government, whatever his motives. It was a bright light in an otherwise 
dismal record for the Wilson administration’s Russian policy of interminable 
delays in appointing an ambassador and failing to renegotiate a commercial 
treaty. Now the president had to act swiftly to support his new Russian ally 
at history’s turning point by adopting and acting upon a policy of substance. 


Two 


1917 
The Root Mission and Stevens Railway Commission 


hrough March 1917 the United States focused primarily upon reviving 

the 1832 treaty of commerce with Russia. These negotiations proved 
difficult, owing to professional incompetence, bureaucratic impediments, 
and misunderstandings between the two countries. The March Revolution 
in Russia and the rise of the Provisional Government completely altered 
the situation, especially since the Wilson administration immediately recog- 
nized the new government. Now President Wilson needed to follow up this 
recognition with a vigorous policy, to be carried out by Ambassador Fran- 
cis, that aimed at securing the new Russian democracy from internal and 
external foes. Instead, the president opted for delay and further ambiguity: 
he selected two “committees,” the Root Mission and the Stevens Railway 
Commission, to study the situation in Russia. While he awaited their expert 
advice, he cautiously extended credits. This watch-and-wait policy further 
reflected Wilson’s and his administration’s lack of understanding of Rus- 
sian affairs at the very moment when the most profound understanding was 
necessary. The time from March to November 1917 represented a lost op- 
portunity of gargantuan proportions. Russian democracy was irretrievably 
lost to Bolshevism and a stalwart ally sacrificed to German militarism. 


i: 


The head of the mission, Elihu Root, appeared well suited to such a task. 
His background seemed impeccable. The chief officer of New York City’s 
most important law firm, he was a former secretary of war (under Presidents 
McKinley and Roosevelt), secretary of state (Roosevelt), and senator from 
New York. Secretary of State Lansing’s description of the Root Mission, ap- 
proved by Wilson, was to “cooperate and aid Russia in the accomplishment 
of the task,” that is, the war. They eventually advanced a credit of slightly 
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more than $300 million to propagandize Russian soldiers and improve the 
Trans-Siberian railway in order to get war matériel to the Eastern Front. 
When Root got to Petrograd, he put the purpose of his mission bluntly: “No 
fight, no loan.” He later complained that the mission was “a grand-stand 
play,” in which the president “wanted to show his sympathy for the Russian 
Revolution. When we delivered his message and made our speeches, he was 
satisfied: that’s all he wanted.”! The Root Mission sought to dissuade Russia 
from signing a quick peace agreement with Germany and its allies. Wilson 
and Lansing would have perceived an armistice and peace treaty with the 
Central Powers as a terrible blow for democracy. Indeed, the new Russian 
government would have violated the London Treaty of September 1914 
that forbade a separate peace to be made by one of the Allied powers. 

Root’s mission was designed to confirm friendship, encourage Russian 
democracy, and look to “the best ways and means to bring about effective 
cooperation between the two Governments in the prosecution of the war 
against German autocracy.”” However, Russia had to be prevented from 
dropping out of the war. In this way, the mission failed utterly. 

Russian Foreign Minister Paul Miliukov promised Wilson that the Provi- 
sional Government would continue to fight the Germans, and the president 
accepted the pledge at face value.’ To Wilson it seemed logical to accept 
Miliukov’s commitment. Nevertheless, Wilson wanted to greet the new 
democracy. Therefore, when Assistant Secretary of State William Phillips 
spoke with the adopted son of the Russian writer Maxim Gorky, Zinovi 
Peshkov, the Russian suggested a “commission of three men to speak with 
the Russian people” to create an atmosphere of friendship that would be 
helpful in negotiation. As Lansing noted, “we must prepare the way to ne- 
gotiate a new treaty with Russia which will secure satisfactory commercial 
relations after the war is over.” The secretary asked Wilson to consider the 
suggestion in light of a long-term relationship with the new democracy.‘ 

Oscar Straus had suggested sending a select few who might enlighten 
Russia on democracy. The idea gained currency when Colonel House re- 
ported that he had promised Straus to take up the matter. Straus thought 
that House ought to be chairman of such a commission and that former 
President Taft and the writer George Kennan should be included on it. 
House declined. Straus suggested putting Taft’s name forward as well as 
the propaganda value of such a commission.° 

House indicated that a commission would show “goodwill and financial 
support” if the Russians could “compose their internal differences and not 
make a separate peace at this time.” The British ambassador to the United 
States and House’s close friend Cecil Spring Rice commented that Ameri- 
cans were “very anxious about the Russian Revolution.”° 
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Lansing made the first move after receiving a note from Ambassador 
Francis that Russian naval defenses were precarious, its military not wholly 
satisfactory, and that socialist circles were urging peace. He forwarded the 
cable to Wilson, adding his concern about socialism and asking the president 
to proceed with a commission of three persons, including Samuel Gompers, 
head of the A.F. of L. [American Federation of Labor], to influence the 
socialists. Josephus Daniels, secretary of the navy, worried that German 
socialists were trying to influence Russian socialists to support a separate 
peace.” 

The president liked the idea of a commission. He desired men of “large vi- 
sion, tested discretion, and a sympathetic appreciation of just what it is they 
have been sent over for.” He mentioned Straus, Willard Straight, Gompers, 
Benjamin Wheeler, and the University of Chicago scholar Samuel Harper. 
Charles Crane might join the commission. It should include the “right men,” 
enthusiastic for the revolution’s success. Lansing backed Gompers, but not 
Straus, Straight, or Wheeler, and suggested the head of the YMCA, John R. 
Mott; the businessman Cyrus McCormick; two financiers, Howard Elliott 
and S. R. Bertron; and Crane. Harper, Lansing noted, was not as well liked 
as he had thought. Wilson jotted at the bottom of Lansing’s memorandum 
his first and second lists: Gompers, Crane, Bertron, McCormick, Root; and 
as seconds, Mott, Gompers, Crane, New York lawyer Bainbridge Colby, 
McCormick, and Bertron.® The tedious process of naming the mission’s 
members thus played out with much disagreement over its composition, 
particularly over finding a representative diversity that was also favorable 
to the Wilson administration. 

House asked Wilson to consider the president's son-in-law, Secretary of 
the Treasury William G. McAdoo, to head the mission. He recommended 
appointing Henry Morgenthau, the wealthy New Yorker, or Straus as a 
Jewish representative. At a cabinet meeting following a conference with 
Counselor Polk, Lansing also suggested McAdoo. Root’s name was consid- 
ered.? McAdoo spoke to Lansing concerning Root and obtained his backing. 
He wrote the president about how the country would support Root. It was 
McAdoo who had suggested Root at the cabinet meeting. Only Daniels op- 
posed Root due to his conservatism, offering the names of former Secretary 
of State Bryan and Theodore Roosevelt because Russians considered them 
liberals. Lansing and McAdoo criticized these choices, as did Wilson. The 
president asked Lansing to find out if Root was a friend of Russia; after a 
talk with Root, Lansing said that he was. !° 

Secretary Lansing cabled Francis to ask Miliukov if the mission would 
be acceptable and if a “prominent Hebrew” could be on it.!! Meanwhile, 
McAdoo discussed it with Lansing and wrote Wilson, “I feel certain that 
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Mr. Root is the right man to head this Commission. . . . Messers. Charles R. 
Crane, Cyrus McCormick and S. R. Bertron would make excellent mem- 
bers.” He added Eugene Meyer, Jr., a prominent Jewish businessman; 
Associate Justice Louis D. Brandeis of the Supreme Court; and A. H. 
Smith, president of the New York Central Railroad, and also suggested 
representatives of the army and navy. At last, the president wrote Lansing 
that he had given much thought to the mission: 


I hope that in your conference with him today you will find Mr. Root a real 
friend of the revolution. If you do, the Commission that has framed itself in 
my mind would be as follows: 

Elihu Root, New York 

John R. Mott, New York 

Charles R. Crane 

Cyrus H. McCormick, Chicago 

Eugene Meyer, Jr., New York 

S. R. Bertron, New York 

John F. Stevens, New York 


He feared to send Gompers, who was no socialist, but he felt that a pro- 
socialist labor representative would have to be sent.!* The president added 
Stevens because of his reputation as an engineer. 

The reasons that Wilson agreed to Root had almost nothing to do with 
Russia. He thought Root was an example of American unity during wartime. 
Wilson was a Democrat, Root a Republican, and it was a good opportunity 
to demonstrate that Wilson could place the needs of the nation ahead of 
party. Root had encouraged Republicans to work with the administration 
and not to demand cabinet positions in Wilson’s wartime government. The 
New York Times ran a story, “Root Opposes Coalition Plan, Such a Cabinet 
Not Needed When We Are All Behind the President” and “Must Support 
Democrats,” describing how Root had delivered his endorsement as keynote 
speaker at a Republican dinner. Root also added dignity to the delegation. 
As he admitted to former President Taft, he detested the journey: “You have 
no idea how I hate it, but it’s just like our boys going into the war: there can 
be no question in doing it.”!° He felt trapped not only by his sense of duty 
to his country but also by his words at the dinner. 

Lansing recorded in his desk diary: “Root agreed to head Com. to Rus- 
sia.” Thomas W. Brahany, a member of the White House staff, attending a 
reception at the Pan American Union Building, overheard the New Yorker 
speaking with the president: “The President was very cordial. I understand 
the President wishes Root to go to Russia as a member of a special Amer- 
ican Commission and I think Root advised the President last night of his 


willingness to go.” 4 
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Of course there were individuals who disagreed with the appointment. 
Rabbi Stephen S. Wise of New York wrote Wilson that Root represented 
a style of government opposed to that of Wilson. Meyer London, congress- 
man from New York, begged the president to revoke the appointment of 
Root, the “last man in the world to command the confidence of that awak- 
ened country.” Senator Hiram W. Johnson of California said much the same 
thing. Straus and Francis were wary of the appointment. ! 

But Root had his boosters, especially Taft, who wrote him: “TI had no idea 
that Wilson would be wise enough to select the best man in the United States 
to go to Russia.” The New York Times echoed this sentiment by endorsement 
of the idea of a commission and support for Root: “We give the highest 
possible proof of the depth and sincerity of our interest in the welfare of the 
new Government of Russia by sending to Petrograd a mission having at its 
head a statesman of the eminence of Elihu Root.” !° 

Lansing informed Francis of the mission and clarified the mistaken Rus- 
sian idea that British and French missions then in America were hold- 
ing conferences on the war and ignoring the Russian government. Their 
missions wished to give Americans information to help avoid problems in 
military cooperation and expressed gratification over America’s entry into 
the war. The Italian government was planning to do likewise. As Lansing 
told Francis, the “primary purpose of this commission” was to “convey to 
the Russian Government the friendship and good will of this nation and 
to express the confident hope that the Russian people, having developed a 
political system founded on the principle of democracy,” would continue in 
the war. The commission would seek the most efficient means of cooperat- 
ing. It was at this moment that Lansing learned of the Russian government's 
intention to senda mission to America to be chaired by Boris A. Bakhmetev, 
assistant minister of trade and industry and intended ambassador to replace 
George P. Bakhmetev.!” (The two Bakhmetevs were not related.) 

The president reported to his friend and former Princeton classmate 
Cyrus McCormick that a government ship would be ready in a week for 
the voyage to Vladivostok. Arrangements were being made to assemble a 
staff. Root wanted Colonel T. Bentley Mott as his secretary and suggested 
Count Tolstoy, son of the Russian writer, to accompany the mission. He 
also nominated pro-Ally socialist William E. Walling, who spoke Russian. 
Secretary of War Baker had a chance to chat with Root about the mission 
and suggested the well-known war correspondent Stanley Washburn. '8 

While Root’s appointment continued to raise criticism from liberals, Post- 
master General Burleson asked that Colonel William V. Judson be placed 
on the staff. After all, Burleson reasoned, Judson had been detailed by the 
War Department as an observer during the Russo-Japanese War and was, 


40 The First Cold War 


like Washburn, in touch with Minister of Defense Alexander Guchkov. 
But Baker also wanted Walling. Wilson agreed: “Mr. Walling,” he wrote 
Lansing, “is the man we want.” !? 

The mission needed additional representatives from the military, and for 
this purpose Wilson selected Major General Hugh L. Scott, recently retired 
as chief of staff and succeeded by General Peyton C. March; Wilson also 
appointed as ordnance expert Rear Admiral James H. Glennon. Baker 
noted that Scott was selected because he was to show Russians the impor- 
tance America attached to the mission. Reluctant to serve, Scott said that he 
would accept the president’s wishes cheerfully, although the country might 
need him for conduct of the war. He doubted the possibility of the mission’s 
success: he thought that whatever encouragement it might offer would be 
too little, too late.?° 

Lansing continued to weigh the value of having a Jew on the mission. 
He worried over its appropriateness, thinking that it might look as if Amer- 
ica was more interested in the passport issue than a commercial treaty. 
Bertron and Harper asked that Jews should not be on the mission, but 
House wanted Straus. Lansing hoped Gompers would represent Jews, but 
Gompers declined. Lansing learned from the foreign ministry, via Francis, 
that there were no Russian objections to a Jew. Wilson settled on Eugene 
Meyer. Even so, Francis reported that members of the Provisional Gov- 
ernment had cautioned against a Jew as either chairman or vice-chairman. 
Thus Wilson asked Lansing to get Meyer to withdraw. Lansing had Justice 
Brandeis explain the situation to Meyer and reported that the latter agreed 
to step aside. However, Prince Lvov denied his government ever made such 
a request.?! 

The president sought to find an acceptable socialist. Secretary of Labor 
William B. Wilson backed Walling. Lansing had read Walling’s book, The 
Soctalist and the War, and had seen an essay in it by Charles Edward Russell. 
Root again suggested Walling. However, Walling told Polk that another 
socialist might be more effective because he himself had differed with most 
of them over the war issue. Socialists such as Russell, Upton Sinclair, and 
William J. Ghent had condemned the antiwar resolution adopted by the 
socialist national executive committee. On Lansing’s advice, the president 
asked the secretary of labor to invite Russell. 

Staff for the mission included General Judson, Colonel Mott, and Stanley 
Washburn. Basil Miles of the State Department went as secretary, with 
Washburn his assistant. Eugene Prince, privately employed in Petrograd, 
acted as translator.”% 

During the process of composing the mission, Lansing persuaded Wilson 
to clarify America’s war aims. Francis received a note, prepared by Lansing 
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with Wilson’s approval, calling for Germany’s defeat, a peace of no annex- 
ations or indemnities, and a “common covenant” for securing peace. But 
important socialist elements of the Petrograd Soviet wanted an immediate 
peace. 

M. I. Tereshchenko, Paul Miliukov’s replacement after the riots created 
by the May | promise of Foreign Minister Miliukov that Russia would fight 
to victory instead of seeking an immediate peace, received Wilson’s note. 
Wilson should have been aware that this very point, fighting rather than an 
armistice, incited the riots. Lvov’s Council of Ministers declared their gov- 
ernment’s adherence to its military obligations. Tereshchenko nevertheless 
requested that the phrases “The war has begun to go against Germany” 
or “The day has come to conquer or submit” be eliminated. The first case 
might be interpreted as suggesting that no further efforts were necessary. 
In the second, he believed that any peace, German or Allied, would be 
dictated and annexationist, qualities to which the Petrograd Soviet would 
object. Lansing told Francis, however, that Wilson's note was “not subject 
to any change.” Wilson was impressed with the new coalition government's 
pledge to live up to its obligations. “I have read the attached paper,” he 
wrote Lansing, “with the profoundest interest. I hope with all my heart that 
the new forces in Russia may be guided by the principles and objects it sets 
forth!” It was at this time that Wilson’s message, summarizing America’s 
war aims and peace program and containing none of the changes urged 
by Tereshchenko, went to Francis for publication. Wilson’s message was 
published on May 28, leaving Root’s mission little else to do but congratulate 
the new Russian government. The president was only prepared to advance 
large sums of money, supplies, and troops on the condition that Russia stay 
in the war. Francis and Tereshchenko thought that the president’s message 
was a response to the May riots caused by the “Miliukov Affair,” but Lansing 
stressed that it was for the Russian people.” 

The mission prepared to take leave of Washington on May 14, two months 
after the tsar’s abdication. Ata luncheon hosted by Lansing, Root remarked 
that Secretary of the Navy Daniels had banned liquor from all ships, al- 
though Root’s wife had placed two cases of Scotch on board the ship taking 
the mission from Seattle to Vladivostok. When Russell joked about the 
secretary's righteousness, Mott interjected that American mothers would 
thank him for his temperance measure with the navy.?> With such light- 
hearted banter, the mission began its perilous journey. 

The trip across the country to Seattle was enlivened by a stopover in 
Chicago, where Professor Harper spoke about stability in Russia (Harper 
later joined Root in Russia).”° “Soviet Sam,” as his students came to call 
him in the 1920s, was wide of the mark. The mission reached Seattle and 
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departed on the cruiser USS Buffalo, arriving in Russia on June 3. Ten days 
later it reached Petrograd. Three critical months had now passed since the 
March Revolution. The honeymoon was over. 

While the mission was being assembled, Francis had publicized Wilson’s 
war message and Gompers'’s greetings to the people of Russia. He reported 
on his efforts to support the Provisional Government. The ambassador 
emphasized his insistence on Russia’s staying in the war, especially during 
the year that it might take America to mobilize. He recommended sending 
railway experts and an immediate $100 million credit. Negotiations were 
carried on for five hundred locomotives and ten thousand freight cars; 
McAdoo cabled Francis that Root would delve more fully into Russia’s 
financial needs. Nevertheless, by November, $325 million in credits were 
extended to the Provisional Government, but only $187,729,750 was spent. 
Another $125 million had been authorized.” 

Ina cable Francis explained that in the Russian capital power was shared 
between the liberal Provisional Government and the socialist Petrograd 
Soviet. This forced the former to move cautiously, as it wanted to pursue 
the war while the Soviet was reluctant to keep Russia in the war. Even so, 
the Soviet initially endorsed the Provisional Government's war policy. A 
delegation of British and French socialists had advised it on this matter. 
As to the worry of the American government over the Jewish issue, Fran- 
cis indicated restrictions were being removed even if prejudices persisted. 
He sent the secretary of state a pessimistic report from Consul General 
Maddin Summers in Moscow that the Russian army had ceased to exist 
and that returning soldiers were a source of chaos. He noted Bolshevik 
leader V. I. Lenin’s violent speeches. The U.S. consul in Petrograd, North 
Winship, warned the State Department that the Petrograd Soviet showed 
little support for the war, calling it “distasteful and irksome.” He predicted 
a coalition government: “The masses want not a separate peace, but an end 
of the war. A cessation of hostilities on the front now exists, and this state 
will continue. A Russian offensive should not be hoped for.” He continued, 
“The Consulate can not forbear to mention here what it considers the gravest 
menace to Russia at the present time; namely, the narrow partisanship, the 
bigotry and fanaticism of the socialist press.” Francis cabled, “Guchkoy, 
Minister of War, resigned ostensibly on account of illness, but really because 
objected to workmen’s committee, demanding right to approve orders. Ex- 
cellent man, resignation deplorable.” Guchkov’s resignation had followed 
Mihukov’s. Francis recommended support “to sustain new Ministry as it is 
most potential influence in representing and preventing lawlessness.” The 
resignations of Miliukov and Guchkov proved a further blow to the Root 
Mission, for they indicated a swing to the socialist left in the Provisional 
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Government's first coalition with some members of the Petrograd Soviet 
following the “Miliukov Affair.” 

Francis met the mission on June 14 when it arrived in Petrograd from 
Vladivostok and escorted it to the Winter Palace, the mission’s residence. 
The following day it was introduced to Tereshchenko and the Council of 
Ministers at the Mariinsky Palace. Root’s speeches emphasized the mission’s 
purpose: welcoming Russian democracy and continuing the war. Losing the 
war to Germany’s “military autocracy” meant exchanging freedom for servi- 
tude, according to Root. As Root came to understand the primitive nature 
of Russian democracy, he realized that Russia was not willing to make the 
utmost sacrifices to preserve what Russians could not comprehend. Indeed, 
as Root gained a greater appreciation for Russia’s recently won freedom, 
its situation became more perilous to him. From the beginning, this Yankee 
statesman harbored a doubt as to whether Russia had the will to protect 
itself against a “malign and sinister control of German autocracy.” Shortly 
after his return to the states, he told a gathering chaired by Straus that 
Russians had never been taught to govern themselves, had no institutions 
of national self-government, and were wholly ignorant of how to sustain a 
popularly elected government.”? 

In addressing Petrograd’s Russian-American Chamber of Commerce, 
Root had stated the mission’s purpose: “We came to Russia to bring as- 
surances of the spiritual brotherhood of the two great democracies, and we 
came, moreover, to learn how we could best do our part as allies of the 
Russian democracy by material as well as spiritual aid, in the great fight 
for the freedom of both our nations.”*° Initially, this meant expediting a 
previous order of 375 locomotives, 10,000 rolling stock, and adding a new 
order of 500 locomotives and another 10,000 freight cars. Root advanced 
a $1 million credit and promised more along this line. The expected arrival 
of American railway experts would double railroad efficiency. However, 
the United States extended little in the way of specific help, and Root’s 
emphasis continued to be on the “certainty of a permanent and persistent 
and effective ally” for winning the war. Notwithstanding his timidity about 
U.S. credits while in Russia, when he addressed the Union League Club of 
New York in August, Root’s attitude was far from the parsimonious stance 
he took in Russia. Here he recommended “rendering the full measure of 
help to Russia. . . . Material, substantial, practical aid is needed that Russia 
shall go on with the war. That we must give if we are true to our assurances, 
and if we are true to our principles.”*! Yet his own belated grandstanding 
got him nowhere with Wilson. 

Root came to explain the threatened collapse of Russia by a conspiracy 
theory, no doubt influenced by the view of Ambassador Francis: Russian 
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will to fight was seriously eroded by German propagandists in collusion 
with extreme socialists, anarchists, internationalists, and the old tsarist se- 
cret police and bureaucrats. Germans swarmed across Russia’s borders, 
bribing sympathizers. Here was a clear reason why Russia now needed 
more material help than ever before. Otherwise, these “sinister influences” 
would destroy free Russia and then offer Germany a separate peace. Root 
lamented, “it was the eleventh hour that we came into the vineyard. . . . The 
great opportunity of the American people was slipping away before they 
could grasp it.” 

Even while he was still in Russia, Root reported, “German Government's 
intrigues in Russia have made President Wilson anxious to try the scheme 
as soon as possible.”*> The scheme here referred to was thought up by the 
British intelligence officer in Washington, Sir William Wiseman. House and 
Polk had asked Wiseman about employing an agent in Russia to counter 
German propaganda. Wiseman inquired of Sir Eric Drummond, secretary 
to Sir Edward Grey, the British foreign secretary, “House understood that 
you would put the proposal before the proper person in London and advise 
him through me of the result.” Wiseman mentioned that Washington had 
made seventy-five thousand dollars available for the project and had asked 
an equal amount from the British government. “I will,” he said, “arrange 
to submit reports regarding Russian scheme to House.” He ended, “I shall 
of course not report to House or any one here as to methods explored, but 
only as to results.” 

The British foreign office cabled that it was entirely in favor of the idea 
of an Anglo-American agent. It thought the United States should handle 
the matter. “Dual control is difficult, and we feel it would be better that 
we should not in any way appear even unofficially.”® Wiseman recom- 
mended that House explain the scheme to Wilson, “who has become par- 
ticularly interested since receiving messages from Mr. Root.” He did not 
think that the Americans would go along unless the British did and, most 
significantly, “It is possible that by acting practically as a confidential agent 
for the United States Government I might strengthen understanding with 
House that in future he will keep us informed of steps taken by the United 
States Government in their foreign affairs, which would not ordinarily be 
a matter of common knowledge to governments of the two countries.” The 
question of control, in Wiseman’s opinion, was not difficult because “they 
will leave everything to me. You may be sure that great discretion will be 
used and that H.M. [His Majesty’s] Government will not even unofficially 
appear. ”%6 

Nothing sufficient came of this scheme to counter German intrigue and 
propaganda. All the while, the mission continued gathering observations 
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about the situation in Russia. Four days after his arrival, General Scott 
grasped the extent of the chaos in the Russian army. He sent a grim message 
to Secretary of War Baker: “We find things in pretty bad shape; there are 
several million soldiers away from the front and but little discipline, among 
those that are there every organization is said to be run by a town meeting 
affair —with but little regard for the officers.” He conferred with Alexander 
Kerensky, Guchkov’s socialist replacement as minister of war and navy, 
and reported that the latter was not sanguine about carrying on the war. 
Scott found that the military needs of Russia were largely dependent on an 
immediate supply of locomotives and freight cars. He mentioned stirring up 
war enthusiasm but felt the generals would not appreciate sucha suggestion. 
Why should substantial material help be given, Scott believed, if Russia was 
to make peace? Root agreed.” 

Yet Root thought an American informational campaign could counter 
German and socialist propaganda. He requested one hundred thousand 
dollars as start-up money for an effort requiring $5 million to produce 
leaflets, posters, newspapers, pamphlets, and films to be distributed at the 
front. If Russia was to be saved, it would have to be saved on the cheap. Root 
suggested YMCA canteens to build morale behind the lines. He pointed 
out the immaturity of Russian democracy, which required “kindergarten” 
materials to remove confusion. 

Lansing cabled Root that his recommendations for creating an agency 
for publicity were getting prompt consideration in Washington. McAdoo 
offered an initial thirty thousand dollars and promised the remainder after 
a plan was developed. Root again cabled concerning the mission’s view 
that an “extensive educational publicity campaign be undertaken” as the 
“best possible contribution.” The president approved McAdoo’s thirty thou- 
sand dollars and the principle of the idea. The French and British dis- 
tributed a million copies of Root’s speech to the Provisional Government 


and Tereshchenko’s reply. The mission used the thirty thousand dollars to 
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hand out half a million copies of Wilson’s “Message to Russia.” 

The writer George Creel had been appointed to head the Committee 
on Public Information (COMPUB) in Washington. Creel agreed to the 
Root Mission’s recommendation of the importance of propaganda, but felt 
the $285,500 immediately asked for should be closer to $810,000 because 
“What we do in Russia must be done well and done quickly.” He proposed 
dividing propaganda into a news and feature service ($500,000), a film 
service ($300,000), and a soldiers’ newspaper ($10,000). His committee, 
he indicated, would take charge of the operation by setting up shop in 
Petrograd. As wartime costs went, this was still a pittance. 

Not everyone on the mission agreed with Root about a propaganda 
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campaign to save Russia. The contrast was stark. For instance, General 
Judson reported to Postmaster General Burleson in late June, on Russian 
affairs: “The situation here is the most difficult imaginable to estimate.” 
His source was former war minister Guchkovy, who felt conditions were 
nearing a precipice. “As far as concerns men,” Judson said, “the Russian 
Army vastly outnumbers the enemy: probably it is not so well as regards 
heavy guns and perhaps machine guns. The Russians have the munitions 
for a great campaign. It is all a question of the state of their minds. This 
appears to tremble in the balance.” He had not disagreed with the diagnosis 
that propaganda would help resolve Russia’s problems, but his views went 
far beyond mere propaganda: “Meantime the Russians are detaining 126 
enemy infantry divisions on their front as against 154 such divisions on 
the Western front.” He concluded, “The present situation is vastly better 
than it would become if the Russians were to quit.” Almost no one else 
but General Scott hinted at the idea of the Russians quitting the war, and 
Scott was willing to risk American maintenance of the Russian army even 
if it meant wasting resources that might better be used elsewhere. Judson 
recommended that “Aside from affording the Russians moral and financial 
support it seems to me that our assistance should take the form of 20,000 to 
30,000 cars and about 1000 to 3000 locomotives, sent as quickly as possible 
to Vladivostok; 100 to 300 airplanes in complete organization; & | to 3 
regiments of R.R. engineers to assemble locomotives at Vladivostok and 
operate the road as far westward as the Russians [see] fit.”“° At last some 
suggested real help. 

Journeys of the mission to and from Moscow provided a chance for 
oratory that emphasized faith in democracy. Root’s optimism fooled some, 
but not House, Lansing, Polk, or Baker. Baker complained, “We eagerly 
await the meager dispatches we get from Russia. We do not hear very much.” 
He continued, “The Russian Mission here has given us a very encouraging 
view of conditions in Russia.” 4! 

Washburn agreed to the need for propaganda but focused on other tactics: 


My feeling is however that we have a very difficult period ahead of us this 
summer and especially this winter in Russia . . . the Finns generally so hos- 
tile to Russia and so soaked in German propaganda. . . Personally I see 
no military obstacle to their [Germans] taking Petroarad’s in from 60 to 90 
days. . .. Propaganda has seemed to me from the beginning to be the only 
aélution but apparently this view is not shared in Washington. . . German 
propaganda has run riot here for three months. . . . In the fall there is going 
to be widespread destitution in the big cities here [but] I am of the opinion 
that we should at once prepare on a large scale an American Russian Relief 
to be available here when the cold weather comes.“ 
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Kerensky became prime minister in July as a result of Lvov’s resigna- 
tion over Ukrainian separatism. He began a crackdown on the Bolsheviks, 
accusing them of being responsible for the July Days insurrection protest- 
ing the war, which followed the unsuccessful “Kerensky” offensive of late 
June — Russia's last military effort of World War I. Lenin fled to Fin- 
land and Trotsky was arrested along with other important Bolsheviks. The 
new Russian ambassador in America, Boris A. Bakhmetev, when he was 
not giving propaganda speeches on Russia’s supposed stability, sounded 
a more realistic note. He told House that Vladivostok had eight months’ 
worth of supplies but did not have the rolling stock to get them to the 
front. Archangel would close in October due to freezing. Financial credits 
were only extended by $125 million, raising the total to $450 million —still 
far out of proportion to what America promised the other Allies. “Unless 
money can be had,” said House, “he [Bakhmeteff] believes the Government 
cannot last.” The politics of the Petrograd Soviet edged farther and farther 
to the left the longer the war continued. House seemed to understand the 
extremity of this situation. He warned Wilson: 


I am wondering if you cannot say a word to Denman, on the one hand, 
and McAdoo on the other, and send word to Willard or Felton regarding 
the necessity for rolling stock. Felton has the matter in direct charge, but is 
favoring France rather than Russia, I am told. If the war is to end on the 
field it seems fairly clear that it cannot end on the Western Front. Have you 
thought of the advisability of sending some of our troops to Russia via the 
Pacific? They would have open warfare instead of trench warfare, and would 
be a steadying force to the Russians. I do not think we can devote too much 
attention to the Russian situation, for if that fails us our troubles will be great 
and many.“ 


Now, with little accomplished, the Root Mission prepared to return home. 
Except for Crane, who remained on personal business, and Judson, who 
was detached to head the military mission with the rank of brigadier general, 
the mission would go back via the Trans-Siberian to Vladivostok and the 
cruiser Buffalo with only the start of a propaganda campaign to show for 
its efforts. Members cabled Washington individually. Washburn stated that 
there was no government; committees changed; the labor situation was bad; 
cities lacked fuel and food; German agitators moved about freely; only a 
miracle could change things. Mott echoed Washburn’s pessimism. Scott 
also reported on the approaching collapse, inadequacy of railway stock, 
and inefficiency of railroad management. He again asked whether assisting 
the Russians financially would help them stay in the war. There would be 
an advantage: “[I]t would pay us to lend Russia a billion dollars and send 
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her all the cars and engines we can, if doing so would prevent her from 
making peace this winter with Germany.”* 

The mission reached Seattle on August 6. A final report, drafted at sea, 
was submitted to Mott, who gave it to the president. The question of war 
supplies and an expeditionary force to fight alongside the Russians was sub- 
ordinated, indeed buried, to that of improving morale, which, it was thought 
by Wilson, rested on maintaining a free government. Only winning the war 
would prevent the Germans from reinstalling the tsarist government. The 
Wilsonians were badly mistaken in their belief that Russians would fight 
and die to the last man in order to save their newly found democracy, even 
with a $450 million credit. A supplementary report by Washburn proposed 
propaganda from America by George Creel with a journalist, Edgar Sisson, 
heading it in Russia in order to boost the Russian democratic ideal. It would 
be a very hard sell. A cable service was to be established between Petrograd 
and Washington as well as a YMCA program anda motion picture service.“ 
Such was the help offered to Russia by the Wilson administration. 

Lansing read the report and its supplement and spoke with mission mem- 
bers. Like House, he remained skeptical of democracy in Russia and the will 
to continue the war. He was in a quandary about the views of the mission 
and could not rely upon them: “I am astounded at their optimism.”*” 

Various views on the Russian crisis and the success of the Root Mission 
began to circulate. Walling gave a harsh judgment: “They sent the Root 
Commission which was lost in Russia like babes in the woods.” At a British 
War Cabinet meeting, Major-General F. C. Poole expressed the opinion 
that four-fifths of Russians wanted an immediate peace. House thought that 
making Russia a virile republic was more important than bringing Germany 
to its knees. Wiseman saw the situation as hopeless and told House so. 
Major-General Alfred W. F. Knox, once British observer to the tsar’s army, 
informed the War Cabinet that the situation was desperate and that General 
L. G. Kornilov, commander in chief of the Provisional Government’s army, 
should have been supported when he tried to overthrow Prime Minister 
Kerensky’s government in early September. Even Cyrus McCormick had 
thrown up his hands when told of General Kornilov’s effort, saying the 
news was so bad that he simply could not understand it.“ 

Root sought a private conference with the president about a program of 
assistance. It took place on August 30. According to William Phillips of the 
State Department, 


Senator Root and Dr. Mott had a conference, this afternoon with the Pres- 
ident on subject of the program of assistance for Russia, which calls for the 
expenditure of several millions, partly in publicity work. The President felt 
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that the government should not hand out the money, but that the same result 
should be gained in some round-about way. I do not know how in the world 
he is going to do it.” 


The American press feared a takeover by the left, since Kornilov’s rightist 
coup had failed. Henry Morgenthau had written to Lansing that America 
must “prevent any internal disturbance in Russia at this time.” A New York 
Times editorial had said that the mission would offer Russia its wisdom to 
stop radicalism. Lansing viewed the mission’s role as prevention of a seizure 
of power by socialists.°° These views were very different from Root’s “no 
fight, no loan” formula. The question had now become the survival of Rus- 
sian democracy itself instead of simply Russia’s continued military partici- 
pation. Everything now depended on what Phillips correctly characterized 
as Wilson’s “some round-about way” diplomacy. 


2 


At this point, with the Root Mission virtually a failure, its members back 
in Washington or otherwise dispersed to their homes, some account must 
be offered of the simultaneous mission of the engineer John F. Stevens, 
formerly chief engineer on the Panama Canal project. His commission was 
supported by the Wilson administration in the hope that he might be able 
to make the Trans-Siberian railway more efficient and ease the passage of 
Allied war supplies from Vladivostok to the front so that the Russians could 
continue the war with Germany. Such an effort might keep the Provisional 
Government in the war in support of the Allies and their new associate, the 
United States. This ended up being the main material support offered to 
Russia by Wilson. 

The British War Cabinet had reported that “Americans were apparently 
coming to terms as regards the assistance of the latter in reorganizing the 
Siberian railways.” Lansing received an appeal from Petrograd, which he 
paraphrased: “I would urgently recommend that there be sent to Vladivos- 
tok immediately a commission of railroad experts.” Maddin Summers, U.S. 
consul general in Moscow, suggested that railroad men go to Vladivostok 
to relieve the congestion there. Hugh Moran, a YMCA worker in Irkutsk, 
told him that the Trans-Siberian was the “alimentary canal” of Russia and 
that it would require a group of experts, not just a few dozen, to get it 
working properly.°! 

There was talk that John F. Stevens might head a railway commission. 
Stevens had earlier accepted service on Root’s mission. Root, in response to 
Lansing’s suggestion, asked what sense it made to send a separate railroad 
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commission and risk “three bodies dealing with the Russian Government 
at the same time —the regular Embassy, the President’s Mission & the RR 
Commission.” He therefore suggested that the latter be attached to his 
mission as advisers. Wilson decided in favor of a separate commission. This 
turned out to be another error in judgment: the mission and the railroad 
commission got in each other’s way. Lansing drew up two draft instructions 
for the president’s consideration concerning Stevens. In draft “A,” Stevens 
was to let it be known that his commission was “subsidiary” to Root. In draft 
“B,” Stevens was to restrict himself to transportation, the supply of material 
for railway construction, and the furnishing of men to manage and operate 
lines. The president rejected draft “A” because “It bears no resemblance to 
that of the Commission of which Mr. Root is to act as chairman. It is not 
going to ask what can the United States do for Russia, but only to say we 
have been sent here to put ourselves at your disposal to do anything we can 
to assist in the working out of your transportation problem.” The Stevens 
commission was to report nothing to Washington but only serve at the 
pleasure of the Russian government. It was left to Lansing to explain to Root 
that his mission was political, while Stevens's was technical.” Ultimately, 
Root’s judgment of the Stevens commission proved correct, and Stevens 
entangled himself in unwarranted promises of American aid. 

When addressing a meeting of the Council of National Defense the pre- 
vious March, Washburn had recommended that America take over the 
management of the Trans-Siberian railway. Not only might German sub- 
marines close the Baltic but also the German army, with Finnish help, could 
cut the route south of Archangel. This would shut Russia off from most 
Allied aid, which would mean that Russia’s main aid would come virtually 
alone from America via the poorly managed and ill-equipped Trans-Siberian 
railway. Baker told Lansing that Daniel Willard, chairman of the Advisory 
Commission of the National Defense Council, supported Washburn’s rec- 
ommendation. Willard suggested that a small number of competent railway 
men travel to Russia to study what would be required to avoid war matériel 
getting stranded in Vladivostok. Willard apprised Francis, who replied that 
the Russian government reluctantly consented to such an inspection. He 
maintained that congestion had to be relieved, and the Russian embassy 
in Washington authorized America to send another commission. On May 
1 Lansing made the recommendation to Wilson, and on May 3 Lansing 
cabled Francis that Stevens would head for Vladivostok within a week. On 
May 8 the commission conferred with Wilson and departed for Russia.*% 

Members of the Stevens commission included John E. Greiner, con- 
sultant for the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad; George Gibbs, mechanical 
engineer with the Pennsylvania Railroad; W. L. Darling, civil engineer; 
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and Henry Miller, general manager of the Wabash. Francis assigned Frank 
Golder of Harvard University and Eugene Prince to act as translators. 
On May 15 Ambassador Francis reported to Lansing that N. V. Nekrasov, 
minister of finance, had given Stevens total control of the Vladivostok termi- 
nal. Francis hoped control would be extended to the entire Siberian system. 
He sent Captain E. Francis Riggs, his assistant military attaché, to meet the 
commission in Vladivostok. Riggs and the commission arrived in Petrograd 
in June. 

Stevens made Vladivostok the center of assembling operations for loco- 
motives and other supplies from America. He was, of course, intent not only 
on ordering supplies but also on making the rail system efficient. The com- 
missioner cabled Willard that arrangements were made for constructing a 
large locomotive-assembly plant and that spare equipment at Panama, such 
as hoists and cranes, were to be sent. He complained of Root’s meddling 
with his work and demanded no outside interference as Wilson promised. 
Secretary of the Interior Franklin K. Lane told Wilson, “The second greatest 
matter of help is the improvement of the facilities upon the Siberian railroad. 
Mr. Willard, who has kept in touch with John F. Stevens, says that he is 
ready to provide men to go to Vladivostok to set up the locomotives.” 

Stevens reported to the Russians his recommendations for equipment 
and introduction of managerial techniques. His goal, he told them, was 
for another twenty-five hundred locomotives and forty thousand freight 
cars, which meant a credit by the United States of $375 million. President 
Wilson, however, did not become aware of this message until August, when 
Lansing wrote, “I fear Mr. Stevens is assuming an authority and giving the 
Commission a diplomatic character, which neither possesses. I call your 
particular attention to the portion of the address marked in red, by which 
he pledges the United States to do certain things, a pledge he had no power to 
make.” Root complained that Stevens was making promises of a diplomatic 
character. Wilson could not easily repudiate Stevens’s promise, and Lansing 
recommended that he accept it. Wilson suggested that Lansing let Stevens 
know that he should not create the impression that he represented or spoke 
for the government. At the same time, the president did not wish to discredit 
Stevens’s assurances. © 

Prime Minister Kerensky decided to put the railways under military con- 
trol and to adopt Stevens’s recommendations. When the American railroad 
expert left for Vladivostok in late August, he noticed a distinct improvement 
in the Trans-Siberian railway. W. M. Black, chief engineer and a brigadier 
general, informed Secretary Baker that he had made arrangements to send 
to Russia about two hundred officials for operational and instructional pur- 
poses. He increased that number to more than three hundred.” 
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Ambassador Francis cabled for a railway manager. Willard replied that 
Stevens would be an adviser to the minister of communications and Henry 
Miller would manage the Trans-Siberian. The State Department informed 
Francis that mechanics and engineering instructors were being sent. George 
Emerson of the Great Northern was to be dispatched in three weeks with 
three hundred specialists. 

Washington’s seeming interference almost drove the prickly Stevens to 
quit. Francis cabled Lansing that he had intervened by special request to 
beg Miller to stay in Vladivostok instead of leaving on November 3 to 
await Emerson’s arrival; he finally left San Francisco on November 18 with 
his force of 350 men, a week and a half after the Bolshevik Revolution. 
Exasperated, Stevens cabled Willard, “Any further efforts toward helping 
railroads absolutely useless. No government. Mutinous laborers and sol- 
diers command the situation making efforts no value. . . . Will shortly leave 
for the United States.” Willard begged Stevens to stay. By November 27, 
Emerson’s force was in Honolulu. It arrived in Vladivostok on December 
14, 1917. Three days later, Stevens took these Americans to Japan until the 
ice floes and politics had cleared. They sat in Japan for two months.*® 


3. 


Russian problems besides the Trans-Siberian continued. House had 
warned the president that Russia might not last in the war until the end of 
the year. A few days later, he reported a conversation with Bakhmetev. The 
ambassador recited a litany of problems, including undependable shipping, 
port congestion at Vladivostok requiring more rolling stock for allevia- 
tion, and the need for the greater use of Archangel in summer months. 
Bakhmetev emphasized finances: “Unless money can be had he believes 
the Government cannot last. With it, he believes, conditions will steadily 
improve and a stable democracy will be established.” To repeat, House 
had suggested that the president think about an expeditionary force. Ivan 
Narodny, chief officer of the Russian-American Society, also advocated an 
expeditionary corps to Russia. Coincidentally, he seconded House the next 
day with a memorandum to the president. Wilson referred this to the State 
Department for an answer, but House did not record what, if anything, 
Wilson replied to his or Narodny’s suggestion. Wilson restricted American 
help to the Provisional Government to modest credits, propaganda, and 
transport.*? 

Sir George W. Buchanan, British ambassador to Russia, had sent a mem- 
orandum to Foreign Secretary Arthur James Balfour. Balfour had only 
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been appointed after December 1916 when David Lloyd George succeeded 
Herbert Asquith as prime minister. Buchanan emphasized the importance 
of transportation and that its solution required foreign assistance. Balfour 
believed this was a perfect task for the United States and passed the cable 
to Polk, who sent it to the president. The solution would have, according 
to Balfour, transcendent importance. Buchanan admitted that he had no 
precise knowledge concerning the political crisis. Even so, as he observed, 
“there are such vast difficulties of every kind besetting the Russian Govern- 
ment that it would be in vain to look to them for any help in the military way, 
in the course of the current year.” Buchanan could not see how the Russian 
army could remain in existence without proper supplies, which is where 
the United States came in. In a supplementary memorandum, he suggested 
that the United States undertake the entire task, except along the Murman 
coast, as that was to be considered at a conference on transportation that 
was meeting in Paris. 

Sir Eric Drummond cabled British Ambassador Buchanan that President 
Wilson seemed to favor a policy strengthening Russia only if “whatever fu- 
ture eventualities may transpire, he would be in a position to affect Japan’s 
power.” If this supposition were true, it would further explain Wilson’s 
reluctance to provide help beyond that needed to balance Japan’s power in 
Asia. Russia could, if Drummond understood Wilson correctly, manage its 
European affairs pretty much on its own. Drummond went on to say that 
Wilson had purposely retained his own special envoy in Russia in a position 
superior to that of Francis. That envoy was Charles Crane, who communi- 
cated “directly with the President and not through Secretary Lansing. They 


have a secret code of their own,” ®! 


implying that Crane was the source of 
Wilson's opinion about Japan. If so, no data subsequently surfaced to sus- 
tain Drummond's interpretation. Nevertheless, Drummond's remark, like 
so many others, did not reflect well on Ambassador Francis or, for that 
matter, President Wilson. 

On August 7 the War Cabinet felt it was time to urge the Russian govern- 
ment to “place the affair of the State in order, since disaster would inevitably 
overtake the Russian nation unless effective steps were taken.” The Rus- 
sians were complaining, according to military attaché General Alfred Knox, 
of the coldness of the British attitude, to “whose opinion more weight was 
attached than to that of any other Ally.” The War Cabinet went on to say 
that it questioned “helping a government that delayed to take the necessary 
steps to restore discipline.” The War Cabinet was pessimistic about the 
survival of the Provisional Government.” 

Lansing’s evaluations were interesting, though ambivalent. He expressed 
profound reservations about Russia and astonishment at the optimism of 
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Root’s mission. By this time he doubted Root’s assessment of Kerensky’s 
“personal force and ability to carry through his plans.” Root had assured 
the secretary that “everything would come out all right.” Lansing specu- 
lated otherwise. He was skeptical about Kerensky’s compromises with the 
radicals and thought that attempts at harmonizing moderates and radicals 
would fail. In what he called the normal process of revolution, Russia would 
go through similar stages as the French Revolution: “First, Moderation. 
Second, Terrorism. Third, Revolt against the New Tyranny and restoration 
of order by arbitrary military power. In my judgment the demoralized state 
of affairs will grow worse and worse until some dominant personality arises 
to end it all.” It remains a question of speculation as to how much of this 
pessimism Lansing shared with Wilson. 

Matters might go otherwise, Lansing confessed, and he prayed that Root 
was right, “Yet the logic of events in my opinion does not warrant such 
hopes.” While there was the faintest chance that Root was right, the United 
States should do everything “to strengthen morally and materially the ex- 
isting government.” If Root were wrong, “nothing that we can do will stay 
the current which is toward a period of disorder and national impotency. 
All our efforts will amount to nothing; they will simply be chips swept along 
by the tide to be swallowed up in the calamity which seems to me to be in 
store for Russia.” The secretary sketched out the meaning of this analysis 
for foreign policy: “I think that our policy should be based on the hypothesis 
that Russia will go from bad to worse; and we should prepare for the time 
when Russia will no longer be a military factor in the war. No other course 
is safe.” As to the Root Mission, he remained in a “quandary.” 

During August the president heard from the remaining members of the 
Root Mission and contemplated a response. Members seemed to show 
agreement with Lansing’s assessment. The president also shared in all Allied 
information, according to House, and this information was not very pleas- 
ant. It resembled Ambassador Page’s comments from London on British 
opinion: “Russia, as a fighting force, probably will not recover in time.”° 
Page’s report reflected the opinion of the War Cabinet: 


General Poole pointed out that 80% of the Russian people were anxious for 
immediate peace and that Mr. Kerensky had only a small minority behind him 
who were in favor of standing by the Allies, and that this minority depended to 
avery large degree upon the help and assistance of every kind which the allies, 
particularly Great Britain and France, could now render them, not merely 
morally but materially. The Russian Government regarded the continued 
shipment of guns as the all important symbol of continued assistance... . 
Cessation of the supply of additional guns might prove an important factor 
in influencing Russia towards a separate peace. 
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Stanley Washburn’s letters to the secretary reached the president in Au- 
gust. Washburn thought that some immediate publicity within the Russian 
army might help. He later predicted that there would be no fuel or food 
unless some miracle coming from the Stevens Railway Commission could 
help relieve the disastrous situation. He remarked that the Root Mission had 
only great potential value. Washburn commented that although someone 
might be stationed in the embassy for propaganda purposes, the change of 
generals and the substitution of new men in the Russian government were 
bad signs; by winter there would be a crisis leading to “an extraordinarily 
severe period for Russia and everywhere will be the demand for a restora- 
tion of a strong government of some sort.”® He urged House to establish 
some kind of propaganda work in Russia. As he told Lord Northcliffe, the 
British newspaper magnate, “I took up with him [House] a broad program 
of publicity and other measures, which I believe to be vital for the preser- 
vation of the Ally interest in Russia. He stated that he would use all of his 
influence to get these through. I do not know how much influence he has 
but I should say it is an important factor with the President.””° 

House continued to believe it was more important to maintain Russian 
democracy than to try to beat “Germany to its knees.””! House was lenient 
to Russia’s war commitment if democracy could be preserved. He thought 
that another Allied statement of war aims by Wilson, stronger and clearer 
than those of May, would not only bring revolution in Germany but also 
strengthen the hand of Russian liberals. To further this aim, House encour- 
aged the president to promote democratic propaganda “to meet the German 
effort in that direction.”” 

The only thing accomplished for Russia that autumn was that Mott’s 
designated five hundred YMCA secretaries were sent to strengthen morale 
in the Russian army, in spite of Lansing’s charge that such an action would 
appear more American than Russian.” 

Allin all, Root’s mission, YMCA secretaries, a few railway experts, some 
Red Cross workers, a small propaganda effort, and some credits—such 
were the efforts that constituted Wilson’s foreign policy toward Russia dur- 
ing the months of the Provisional Government. The Wilson administration 
was increasingly aware of the worsening situation, but it failed to act. Ev- 
erything turned into a morass of detailed negotiation. An initiative came 
from the French, who were “greatly disturbed over the situation in Russia 
and proposed to hold an Inter-Allied Conference in Paris . . . to aid Russia 
and prevent further disintegration.” The French ambassador to London, 
Paul Cambon, suggested that House come as the American representative, 
though it was impossible for him to go at that time. Instead, at the end of Oc- 
tober the assistant secretary of the treasury, Oscar T. Crosby, was selected 
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by Wilson and named president of the Inter-Allied Council. Lansing knew 
that the conference would be useful but had suggested that someone already 
in Europe should attend: “The only man of real acuteness who understands 
the Russian situation among our diplomatic representatives seems to me to 
be Ira Nelson Morris, our Minister to Sweden.” That spoke volumes about 
the administration’s confidence in poor Ambassador Francis. Lansing told 
Wilson, “I think that this matter should be immediately decided as the 
situation in Russia is certainly critical and everything should be done that 
can be done to give stability to the Government there and possibly such a 
Conference as is suggested would be of material aid.” To emphasize how 
serious the Petrograd situation was, on that same day, October 3, Lansing 
made notes in his desk diary of a tea at the White House in which he over- 
heard Bakhmetev say something to the effect that “to prevent bloodshed 
in Petrograd was almost impossible and that the radicals would have to be 
put down by force.” 

On October 10 a cable came from the British Embassy in Petrograd to 
Sir William Wiseman that he shared with House, and House with Wil- 
son. It warned that Kerensky’s government was not expected to last more 
than three weeks; at that time, the Second All-Russian Congress of Soviets 
would be assembled under the domination of the most extreme socialists, the 
Bolsheviks: “General Staff expect grave trouble. Workmen and Soldiers’ 
Council [the Petrograd Soviet] now completely under control of extreme 
left.”75 

On October 21 Bakhmetev told House that if the present government 
were to maintain itself, it was necessary for the Inter-Allied Council, sched- 
uled to meet in Paris, to “recognize Russia’s political as well as her war 
needs.” Yet Francis cabled as late as October 30 suggesting that the secre- 
tary of the treasury put off extending a $235 million credit increase until 
America could be further assured of the reliability of the Russian govern- 
ment. As he noted, the “Provisional Government would be greatly strength- 
ened if, as I believe likely, Bolshevik outbreak occurs and is suppressed.” 
Only then should that credit be extended. On November 2, Polk cabled 
Francis to tell Kerensky “tactfully” that Russia might not get assistance 
“unless they intended to do their share of fighting.””° This had been, after 
all, Root’s formula when he was in Russia: no fight, no loan. 

After surveying the Wilson administration’s attitude and diplomacy to the 
Provisional Government at Russia’s moment of great crisis, from March to 
November 1917, one wonders whether Ambassador Francis is so deserving 
of the ridicule heaped on him. There was more than a share of mendacity in 
Washington. Indeed, the problem of helping Russia lay squarely on Wilson’s 
shoulders, not on the shoulders of Francis. It was, after all, Wilson’s lost 
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opportunity of gargantuan proportions and consequences, not the ambas- 
sador’s. 

The American effort to deal with the myriad problems that beset the Pro- 
visional Government was aborted by the Bolshevik Revolution of Novem- 
ber 7, 1917. The short-lived regime of Prince George Lvov and Alexan- 
der Kerensky could not control the troubles that had afflicted Russia for 
decades, which had come to a crisis when Russia entered the war in 1914 
against Germany and which soon brought near chaos. Perhaps it was too 
much to have hoped for a democratic change once republicanism came to 
Russia, and the tsar and his incompetent regime had been replaced by the 
Provisional Government. American help for Russia required expertise, not 
the mission of a leader of the Republican Party who in some sense was a 
rival to the president. It therefore accomplished little to send Elihu Root, 
who, however intelligent, was no more attuned to Russian problems than 
was the president, or than was John Stevens, who knew railroads but little 
else. 

The result of the Root Mission and the Stevens Railway Commission 
was to delay a quick and firm U.S. policy to aid Russia on a grand scale. 
When each mission finally offered its suggestions, they were either wrong 
or too paltry to save the Provisional Government. The weak suggestions 
of the missions exposed Wilson’s faulty premise that committees of experts 
could make a strong Russian policy for him at a critical moment. Instead, 
the president should have exercised his leadership by directing his policy 
through his secretary of state and ambassador. Now events overtook weak 
presidential leadership and contributed to a catastrophe for Russia, Amer- 
ica, and their allies. 


Three 


Wilson and Lansing Face Lenin ano Trotsky 


he Russian catastrophe occurred on November 7, 1917, when Lenin’s 

Bolshevik Party seized power from the Provisional Government. The 
Bolsheviks immediately sued for an armistice with the Central Powers by 
issuing a Declaration of Peace on November 8, 1917. The armistice began on 
December 17. Soviet Russia and the Central Powers signed a peace treaty at 
Brest-Litovsk on March 3, 1918. These Bolshevik actions threw President 
Wilson and his allies into a panic. The stunned Wilson administration clung 
to a belief that Lenin’s government would be overthrown within days or 
weeks. When that hope did not materialize, other hopes emerged. 

By the time that it was necessary to have acted concerning Russia, Pres- 
ident Wilson had done little. He had failed to negotiate the treaty. He was 
not willing to risk anything unless Russia remained in the war, though he 
was repeatedly warned that Russia might collapse. Ambassador Francis 
and Secretary of State Robert Lansing had pushed the president to rec- 
ognize the Provisional Government. The president had bypassed Francis 
in arranging the Root Mission and Stevens Railway Commission, which 
accomplished little. When the Bolshevik Party seized power in November, 
President Wilson watched and waited, hoping for a different result. Francis 
received virtually no instructions from Washington for a month. 


Francis had exercised a cautious optimism about the stability of the Pro- 
visional Government. His optimism was not shared by other American 
officials in Petrograd. General William V. Judson, chief of the American 
military mission in Russia, for example, was more pessimistic. Judson had 
originally come to Russia with Elihu Root, and also had been appointed 
chief military attaché on the day the mission departed for home. Judson 
reported both to Ambassador Francis as chief military attaché and to the 
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War Department as head of the American military mission. Such a dual 
position meant his loyalties were divided. This left his position ambiguous. ! 

Judson had earlier suggested sending American troops to Russia’s aid 
“but was so entirely unsuccessful in securing the adoption of such a recom- 
mendation that I said very little about it afterward.” His suggestion was met 
with silence in Washington and Judson ultimately abandoned it. Judson 
also believed that it was crucial for the Kerensky government to reintroduce 
some measure of discipline within the newly democratized Russian army. 
After all, according to Order Number One issued on March 1, 1917, by 
the Petrograd Soviet, enlisted men elected their own officers and these new 
“officers” were not allowed to wear epaulets.” 

The reason for not acting seemed simple, as Wilson told Senator John 
Sharp Williams of Mississippi: “I entirely agree with your argument about 
sending troops to Russia. There are many reasons why it would be unwise 
even if it were practicable.”* Williams had written that Root was wrong in 
making such a suggestion because American forces should not be separated 
but instead should strike at one point. Russians would resent Americans 
telling them how to fight Germany, especially when supplies were needed; 
Russia had manpower but could use better transport for munitions.‘ This 
slide to virtual inaction in Russia by the Wilson administration was vividly 
chronicled by General Judson. 

The chief of the military mission realized that the Russian army’s success 
depended on the reintroduction of discipline, which could be accomplished 
only if the Allies persuaded Prime Minister Kerensky to work toward this 
object. Otherwise, “It is at least an even chance that coming event may take 
Russia out of the war within the next few months. Our larger war plans 
should be made accordingly.” He wrote Scott that the June or “Kerensky” 
offensive was “a flash in the pan” and had made things more difficult. The 
British ambassador agreed, and at the same time complained that it would 
be “vain to look to them for any help in the military way, in the course 
of the current year.” Judson advised that the “Government be pressed by 
the Allied Ambassadors, one and all, to take at once, the steps it must take 
sooner or later, if the Russian Army is ever to have its strength restored.”® 

Matters had appeared so desperate in October that Judson had cabled, 
“We are using every resource but must have immediate support or all efforts 
may be too late.” He renewed his efforts with Francis on the issue of disci- 
pline and indicated that its lack meant a drift to anarchy. Because Kerensky 
appeared unable or unwilling to restore discipline, the Provisional Govern- 
ment could not exist much longer. The War Department made no reply and 
Francis imagined, “Why, Judson, I can understand how soldiers feel on this 
subject, but politicians like me understand human nature much better, and 
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I can assure you that the Russian Army will never quit but will fight like 
lions, inspired by a sense of freedom newly won.” Kerensky promised to 
restore the death penalty in the army. Francis reported that Foreign Min- 
ister M. I. Tereshchenko had left the embassy, confirming that the death 
penalty was restored in the ranks by the Council of Ministers and would be 
promulgated soon. This, according to Francis, “showed a firmer policy in 
regard to army discipline and extreme socialism.” The ambassador had had 
an interview with Kerensky and “endeavored to impress upon him necessity 
for restoring discipline; to-day he promulgates proclamation appealing for 
support of officers.” Just before the Bolshevik Revolution, Francis also 
belatedly proposed an intervention by American troops. “What would you 
think of our sending two or more army divisions via Vladivostok or Sweden 
to her aid if I could get the consent of Russian Government there for or 
even induce Government to make such a request?”® Francis believed that 
such a gesture would raise Russian morale. 

On the very eve of the Bolshevik Revolution, Judson had sent a message 
pointing out that reestablishment of discipline meant death for desertion, 
conspiracy, mutiny, violence, and disobedience; it demanded abolishing the 
committees created during the March Revolution to run the army in place 
of officers of the imperial army; it required renewing the officer corps and 
reestablishing marks of respect, ranks, and authority of officers. “It seems 
easy to prophesy that unless a rigid discipline is soon restored the country 
will drift into anarchy, which would eventually be followed by a strong 
government of the old autocratic type.” He advocated “utmost pressure, 
present, continuous and simultaneous, should be exerted in this matter.” 
The general remarked that “If Russia fails, through a neglect to rediscipline 
her army (and she can fail in no other way), the war may be lost. And 
if the war should be lost the pains of defeat would fall principally upon 
Russia of all the larger powers. . . . Russia would offer Germany the greatest 
available prizes of territory and commercial and industrial dependence.” 
Judson told Francis that the “corps of professional officers is rapidly losing 
its morale.” Half measures were dangerous. The government could not use 
force anywhere —railroads, factories, mines—unless it had a disciplined 
army to do so. He concluded, “one always arrives at a disciplined army as 
a point of departure.”” 

Judson predicted that the “maximalists” were ready to control an All- 
Russian Congress of Workmen’s and Soldiers’ Deputies [Soviets] meeting. 
If they succeeded, he warned the War Department, they would form a 
government with the disastrous result of a separate peace. He could not 
conceive how the United States would fail to act unless it contemplated an 
early peace.® 
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William Boyce Thompson cosigned Judson’s message. Thompson’s sig- 
nature was important because he was head of the American Red Cross 
Mission and had contributed $1 million out of his own pocket to improve 
propaganda in lieu of little action by Wilson. A British representative in 
Washington, Sir William Wiseman, as earlier mentioned, had sent a similar 
recommendation to House: the general staff expected trouble, as the Pet- 
rograd Soviet was under control of the left. House commented in turn to 
Wilson that he was sending the cable which had come from Petrograd 
to the president: “interesting ¢f true,” said House.? Wilson paid no attention 
to House or the cable. 

Judson’s cables continued: “Gradual disintegration of power of Govern- 
ment in all directions. Anarchy nearer daily; strikes and threats of strikes 
everywhere.” He warned that most socialists were calling for peace, sepa- 
rately or jointly, especially the Bolsheviks. “Political conditions overshadow 
everything,” the general maintained, “but economic and financial disaster 
hastening on.”!° The military attaché made another prediction: 


The Government is perhaps politically stronger but lacks the bayonets with 
which to sustain itself. The opposition of the Bolsheviks, with 30,000 armed 
workmen and support promised from Cronstadt and Baltic Fleet which ap- 
parently does not recognize the Government, is getting nasty. There may 
soon be an uprising.!! 


Judson foresaw that the Petrograd garrison would be neutral and was so 
unreliable that it could not be gotten out of Petrograd; if soldiers were 
sent from the north to defend the government, they would be corrupted. 
He emphasized that relatively small expenditures on Russia would have a 
tenfold effect on the war. The left “may possibly have enough vitality to 
attempt to forcibly seize state. Such a seizure or civil war might upset all 
hopes.” ? 

A headline in the November 2 Washington Post read: “Russia quits war.” 
Lansing cabled Francis the same day that the Post report was unwarranted; 
he had told the press that the Provisional Government was attacking its 
problems energetically so as to “carry the war through to a victorious com- 
pletion.” Francis even reported unsuccessful attempts at demonstrations by 
the Bolsheviks. Minister of War General A. I. Verkhovsky denied advocat- 
ing a separate peace or flirting with the Bolsheviks. Francis mentioned that 
Verkhovsky had resigned, withdrawn his resignation, and then was granted 
an indefinite leave. The ambassador expressed a cautious optimism, as had 
Root earlier. This encouraged Russell Leffingwell, assistant secretary of 
the treasury, to meet with Polk; their topic was American credits and the 
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bottom line was that “they might not get assistance unless they intended to 
do their share of fighting.” '* Root’s formula persisted. 

Charles Russell, a former Root Mission member, wrote Wilson that at the 
moment Russians lacked heart and felt no obligation to the Allies. An educa- 
tional campaign at $5 million would appeal to their democratic enthusiasm; 
if it were done during the winter, they would be fighting next spring as hard 
as anybody. Wilson replied a few days later that this thought ran along the 
lines of his own thoughts, though work in Russia was extremely difficult 
because no one channel connected with another. Wilson even wrote George 
Creel on November 10 that Russell’s letter was important and wished that 
Creel would take it to heart because it went to the center of the Russian 
subject. 4 


2. 


In his diary Francis shattered this optimism: “Bolshevik uprising; re- 
ported 5 regiments Cossacks here to subdue them; bridges blocked; general 
furore [vic]; reported 30 wounded and promiscuous firing.” On November 
7, Francis cabled the State Department that his aide’s car had been com- 
mandeered by Kerensky, who was escaping Petrograd to rally Cossacks 
under General Peter Krasnov. Kerensky asked America not to abandon its 
optimism in democratic Russia by recognizing Lenin’s Soviet government. !5 
Francis lamented that the Bolsheviks appeared to have control of every- 
thing. They had formed a government and notified the Allies that Russia 
could not fight further and would offer peace terms to Germany. 

Lansing’s own desk diary, dated November 8, recorded the epochal event: 
“telegram (AP) from Petrograd saying Bolsheviks had overthrown govt.” 
Francis, and perhaps Lansing and Wilson, remained assured of the Bolshe- 
viks’ swift defeat because “Kerensky reported coming from front with Cos- 
sack troops. Ambassador held meeting with British ambassador at British 
Embassy at 6 p.m.” No embassy received guidance, probably because all 
thought Lenin would be swept away as previous governments had been.!® 

Newspapers first brought word to Washington of the Bolshevik coup. 
They began publishing the story on November 8; Lansing remained silent 
although he got Francis’s official report on the evening of November 10. 
Papers filled with events in Petrograd. The president met with the cabinet 
to discuss Russia. Josephus Daniels reported Wilson’s reaction, which now 
seems stunning in its passivity: “McAdoo: Shall we lend money to Russia? 
WW thought we could not yet presume R. would fail — must wait.” !” 

From Ambassador Morris in Stockholm came a cable explaining that 
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the Bolsheviks had made a successful coup and noting that Lev Trot- 
sky, Lenin’s lieutenant, had declared that the Provisional Government no 
longer existed. Then Lenin, chairman of the council of people’s commissars 
[SOVNARKOM], appointed Trotsky as commissar for foreign affairs. The 
latter began his work by publishing Russia’s secret treaties and dealing with 
the outside world as the chief agitator of the Bolshevik Revolution. Morris 
outlined the Bolshevik’s program: cessation of hostilities, turning land over 
to the peasants, settling the country’s economic crisis. !8 

President Wilson was remarkably unperturbed about the turmoil that was 
convulsing Petrograd. He played a round of golf, attended church the next 
day, and left for Buffalo and the American Federation of Labor convention, 
returning the following evening. In his speech to the convention he made 
his first public reference to the new government in Petrograd as composed 
of “fatuous dreamers” because they believed they could live in the presence 
of a Germany so powerful that it could “undermine or overthrow them by 
intrigue or force” at any time. !? 

Wilson wrote a Florida congressman, Frank Clark, that he had not “lost 
faith in the Russian outcome by any means. Russia, like France in a past 
century, will no doubt have to go through deep waters but she will come 
out upon firm land on the other side and her great people, for they are a 
great people, will in my opinion take their proper place in the world.””° 

Given the news, it seems strange that the president went to Buffalo, 
referred to Russia’s dreamers, and followed with the remark to Clark. These 
things might be explained by a claim that inaction was an attempt to balance 
“surface froth” against historic Russia, or by Trotsky’s assertion that Wilson 
only entered the war at the demand of finance capitalists who had persuaded 
the president that war would create an economic boom.”! 

Francis remained hopeful when he learned that Kerensky was coming 
from the northern front with troops, but he noted that the Soviet govern- 
ment had cabled Germany, asking for a three-month armistice. Yet Wash- 
ington appeared to believe Lenin was unimportant, or so it would seem 
because Polk met with Leffingwell and told him to “go slowly on closing 
contracts.” Crane seemed to be the only person, according to Cyrus Mc- 
Cormick, who was not surprised at events in Russia.” 

At the State Department William Phillips, assistant secretary of state, 
and Basil Miles, now chief of the Division on Russian Affairs, oversaw 
the routine by screening reports as well as visitors to Secretary of State 
Lansing. Miles had been third secretary of the Petrograd embassy, assistant 
to Francis in 1916, and accompanied the Root Mission. Both Phillips and 
Miles kept the bad news from Petrograd within the department as long as 
possible. ”% 
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Francis had first admitted, “Kerensky not heard from.” But then Lansing 
was buoyed by the Russian embassy’s news that Kerensky was marching 
on Petrograd with two hundred thousand troops. The ambassador’s spirits 
also lifted; his reports now said that Kerensky was within five miles of 
Petrograd. There was even talk of a truce between Kerensky and Lenin.“ 

More messages came from Ambassador Ira Morris in Sweden as well 
as from Ambassador John Garrett at The Hague. From Morris, Lansing 
knew about the failed effort of Mayor Schreider of Petrograd to form a 
committee of safety, and that those reports of Kerensky’s intervention were 
wrong. From Garrett came news that Russian diplomatic missions in West- 
ern Europe refused to carry out any of Trotsky’s instructions once he had 
been named commissar for foreign affairs. Francis complained that he had 
received no directions from Washington since November 3: “I have sent 
you daily cables, some of them through Stockholm, telling you of conditions 
here.” On November 14 he reported Kerensky’s defeat.” 

Though Francis noted a move by the Russian railway union to stop 
transport if fighting did not end, nothing came of the union’s warning. The 
Congress of Soviets proceeded to name a Bolshevik government in the early 
morning hours of November 8, and the embassy first received Trotsky’s of- 
ficial communication advising the ambassador of its formation. Fighting, 
Francis reported, continued in Moscow. The socialists, he thought, had 
agreed on a compromise ministry. By November 14, receiving no instruc- 
tion from Washington, he sent a message through the Associated Press wire 
to make sure his information was being received: “Rennick just returned 
from Gatchina says Kerensky entirely defeated and attempting negotiate 
with Petrograd.” Soviet forces, he remarked, were not all Bolshevik but in- 
cluded some that opposed Kerensky because he “destroyed army discipline 
and permitted killing of officers.” He talked about a compromise ministry 
with Victor Chernov, head of the Socialist Revolutionary Party, as premier, 
and ended on another optimistic note: “If Avksentieff [Kerensky’s cabinet] 
accepts this probably means settlement of this revolution.” 

On the same day Polk wrote in his diary that, temporarily, funds on order 
of the embassy for the Provisional Government could go ahead.” That in 
itself reflected the Wilson administration’s optimism, its watch-and-wait 
policy fully expecting a prompt return to power of liberal forces. Certainly, 
it was thought, only the most minimal arrangements, if any, with the Soviet 
government were necessary. 

Consul General Maddin Summers, whose wife was a nobleman’s daugh- 
ter and whose family stood to lose everything, counseled a harder line 
to Francis, consisting of determined action against the Bolsheviks. How- 
ever, Judson explained the incapacity of the ambassador: “Mr. Francis, our 
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Ambassador, seems to me completely exhausted and overwrought by the 
strain he has recently been under. This circumstance is most distressing. 
The American Ambassador never required more than now to be able to act 
with cool and vision.” 2” 


3. 


In the midst of this turmoil, Judson had the unpleasant task of confronting 
Ambassador Francis about his supposed peccadilloes with his seductive 
French teacher, Matilda de Cram, an “exceedingly bright and attractive 
person about forty.” Her influence seemed greater than that of the embassy 
staff and the military mission combined. The ambassador was accused of 
talking over the public business with her and sharing the contents of many 
if not most of his cables. According to Judson, the ambassador had met the 
lady on the ship to Petrograd. Judson received a dossier on her from the 
Interallied Passport Bureau and French Counter-Espionage in Petrograd. 
The dossier noted her friendship with a German spy and her evenings at 
the embassy. When Judson confronted Francis, the ambassador denied 
everything. Thompson, head of the Red Cross Mission, Raymond Robins, 
a member of that mission, and J. Butler Wright, counselor of the embassy, 
were convinced that she was a German spy. Francis received a cable from 
Lansing “to take immediate steps to sever her connection with the Em- 
bassy.” Judson related that Wright “expected such a message to arrive.” 
After Wright decoded it, Francis said he would “get the ‘blankety blank 
blank’ who had caused it to be sent.” Judson appealed to Francis to end 
his friendship with de Cram: “Doubtless for a month or more thereafter he 
erroneously attributed to me the submission to Washington of some report 
on Madame de Cram.” 

The “de Cram affair” probably made Francis initially less receptive to 
other points of view concerning the Bolsheviks.’ And, of course, he awaited 
official orders from Washington. Judson speculated that the femme fa- 
tale reported to Count Wilhelm von Mirbach-Harff, Russian expert in the 
German foreign office, soon to be named Germany’s ambassador to So- 
viet Russia, and “it is very probable [that he] controlled the activities of 
Madame de Cram and through her influenced the theories and opinions of 
our Ambassador from the time we entered the war until Russia retired from 
the war.”%? 

This side show with the ambassador did not prevent Judson from re- 
porting that the capital was in Bolshevik hands, the Winter Palace taken, 
the ministry, except for Kerensky, arrested, the Council of the Republic 
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dissolved. “As the old Government was relatively powerless there was 
not much bloodshed,” he reported. The Bolsheviks constituted almost half 
of the Petrograd Soviet and were forming a government and calling for 
peace. Judson wavered on Kerensky’s chances: “It seems probable that 
anti-Bolshevik forces may regain control, notwithstanding the state of the 
army and the popularity of peace therewith.” By November 9, he realized 
that “No signs are visible to us that the Bolsheviks will be overcome in a 
few days. The food supply is the vital and perhaps determining question. 
Railroads are still functioning, although precariously.” There was, Judson 
said, “Not much stomach for fighting or certainty as to preferences among 
the troops anywhere. The Red Guard is undisciplined, but knows its own 
mind, and has determination.” Because he was responsible for the security 
of Americans in Petrograd, Judson cabled, “Trotsky has assured two of my 
officers that they would protect foreigners.”*! 

In mid-November Postmaster General Burleson received a note from 
Wilson: “Thank you for having let me see the enclosed [Judson] letters.” 
But it is hard to tell what letters of Judson’s Wilson saw. Later, on November 
23, Baker sent “a telegram which came to the War College in code from 
General Judson, our military attache at Petrograd. You will observe that 
he asks that a copy of this be sent to the Postmaster General to be sent to 
you. Instead of burdening the Postmaster General with it, I am sending it 
direct.” Judson had requested his message be copied “to show the President 
of the United States.” He maintained that there were shocks to be expected 
as a result of the Bolshevik coup. It might throw Russia into anarchy and 
that would put the country out of the war. Another of its shocks would 
intensify the struggle as represented by socialism versus reaction, setting 
back democracy. The immediate result would be to strengthen autocracy, 
prolonging the war. There might be a way out: “our President could solve 
this problem” by offering peace terms that the Allies and the Central Powers 
could not refuse without appearing unfair.” 

Raymond Robins, the Red Cross representative, went to see General 
Judson about the safety of his workers. He agreed with Judson’s assess- 
ment. He had another conference with Judson and a group of Red Cross 
workers, commenting, “The game here is played out.” Robins remained in 
charge of a final contingent after Thompson’s and the others’ departure for 
home. One Red Cross official observed that the “Embassy people are very 
bitter on the Bolshevik subject.” * 

Robins had his first interview with Trotsky on November 10. He had got- 
ten Thompson’s approval and replaced his anti-Bolshevik translator with 
Alexander Gumberg, a New York friend of Trotsky. Gumberg proved a sig- 
nificant go-between for the American colony. Robins told Trotsky that “he 
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would be dealing with whoever was in power because he wanted to continue 
Red Cross activities and keep Russia in the War.” Trotsky, he maintained, 
welcomed the American Red Cross mission, except for Thompson, because 
of Thompson’s cash contribution to anti- Bolshevik propaganda. The Soviet 
government would work against Germany to the extent justifiable given 
Russia’s predicament and help transport to Petrograd Red Cross condensed 
milk and medical supplies. 4 

About this time, November 16, Robins saw Judson.* However, Judson 
did not mention Robins in his diary until November 27 when the Red Cross 
was in close touch with Trotsky: Robins believed the Bolsheviks had to be 
dealt with because they would be in power for some time. Judson revealed 
that Robins asked Trotsky why he directed troops at the front to fraternize if 
he did not favor a separate peace. Trotsky indicated that it was to demoralize 
German soldiers with revolutionary propaganda. 

Judson surmised that this propaganda was “strong evidence that the 
Bolshevicks [ic] are not working under German direction.” He concluded: 


The Bolshevicks are beginning to exhibit the only guts visible among all 
the different contending political elements in Russia. They are the only ones 
apparently who can do anything with the soldiers and if the latter are to 
stay in position and ever do any fighting (even defensively) it may be that it 
must be under the Bolshevicks. As the Bolshevicks remain in power there is 
evidence that they become more conservative. 


The word “guts” was one Judson picked up from Robins when referring 
to Bolsheviks.” 

It was up to Robins to keep busy with the Bolsheviks because of Thomp- 
son’s forced exit from Russia. The Bolsheviks had not forgotten the Wall 
Street tycoon’s contributions to moderate socialists in support of the Provi- 
sional Government. On November 27, Thompson turned operations over 
to Robins and, as the Red Cross used military rank, raised him from major 
to lieutenant colonel. Thompson said, “I desire that you have full discretion 
and liberty of action to meet any situation that may arise, subject of course, 
to the War Council under which we are acting.”*® 

Robins, given to hyperbole, had concluded that the Bolshevik Revolution 
was the “most fundamental hour in the life of the world.” Like Judson, he 
understood Bolshevism’s significance earlier than most individuals. “Trot- 
sky and Lenin suffered to be out. Curious Teutonic influences. Nothing to 
all of the above.” The Bolsheviks were not German agents, and if the Ger- 
mans thought they had bought them “they bought a lemon.” He realized 
that Trotsky’s efforts at propaganda among German troops, his coopera- 
tion on Red Cross matters, and his efforts to guard military stores showed a 
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willingness to cooperate on a selective basis with the Allies. The Bolsheviks 
needed leverage in negotiations with Germany to prevent Russia’s partition; 
this might be provided by the Allies, allowing Lenin to avoid Russia’s sub- 
jugation. If Russia could not be kept in the war and had to make a separate 
peace, at least the terms of that peace might not allow Germany unlimited 
use of Russian resources. If Russia were granted recognition and aid, it 
would turn Germany’s triumph into a Pyrrhic victory. An opportunity still 
existed for America, or so Robins believed. 

Robins was responding to Francis’s order to Judson to “do nothing or 
permit no act to be performed by anyone connected with the Embassy or 
under my control that could be construed as direct or indirect recognition 
of what is generally known as the ‘Bolshevik’ Government.” Francis em- 
phasized that he was repeating the order, and instructed Judson to “do 
nothing” by quoting —so he said—a phrase from Judson’s memorandum, 
to refrain from “trivial intercourse” with the Bolshevik government, that is, 
“telephone, guards, and the like even when emergencies might arise” be- 
cause, as Francis noted, he was in the embassy and accessible at all hours.“ 
In lieu of instruction from Washington, this hiatus seemed the procedure 
Lansing and Wilson wanted. For better or worse, what else could Francis 
do but to watch and wait until a policy from Washington emerged? 

Judson reported that the Allied missions had received notes from Trotsky 
informing them that the new government had instructed General Nikolai N. 
Dukhonin, commander in chief of Russia's armies since General Kornilov’s 
arrest in September, to arrange for a truce. This caused trouble with the 
United States. Trotsky had taken charge of foreign affairs and, as Judson 
noted, “T. was handed the keys by an assistant minister who, with most 
of the other officers, soon departed, leaving Trotski alone with his private 
secretary, Zalkinde.” The latter indicated that foreign missions would be no- 
tified of the change of government. The embassy received a communication 
from the Soviet government, signed by Trotsky as Commissar for Foreign 
Affairs. It announced formation of the SOVNARKOM by the National 
Congress of the Councils of the Deputies of the Workmen and Soldiers 
[Soviet] with Lenin as president. It declared the “formal proposal for an 
armistice without delay on all fronts and for the opening without delay 
of negotiations for peace.” On November 21, Judson recorded that the 
“Bolsheviks have directed Dukhonin to propose to the Commander of the 
opposing army a three month’s truce and have resolved to inform the Allied 
Missions of this order.” Robins greeted the news cryptically: “Peace may 
come! Amen!” The following day he jotted down: “Renstein Trotskii and 
peace.” He wrote: “The Day of Peace in Russia. . . as far as proclamation 
can [be] brought to pass. Excitement!”4! 
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Trotsky now directed military authorities to cease operations with a view 
to peace negotiations. Francis cabled that Allied chiefs would take no notice 
of Trotsky’s directive. They requested their governments not to reply to the 
“pretended government established by force and not recognized by Rus- 
sian people.” He directed Lieutenant Colonel Monroe C. Kerth, the U.S. 
representative at the Russian army’s headquarters [Stavka] at Mogilev, “to 
join in protest” and “Judson to authorize Kerth to protest against armistice 
which at that time was thought and meant to be separate armistice.” What 
Allied military representatives were protesting was the violation of the Lon- 
don Treaty of 1914 that forbade a separate peace. Judson cabled: “I have 
instructed Kerth to protest against a separate armistice on ground the U.S. 
and Russia are virtual allies in present war.”” Francis and Judson were 
clearly stepping beyond anything authorized by Washington. The general 
later recounted: 


I learned on the morning of November 25, in a telegram from Lieutenant 
Colonel Kerth, who was at Stavka, that such a protest had been submitted, 
but that he naturally had not signed it as we were not parties to the London 
agreement, to which reference had been made in the note of protest. Kerth 
asked for instructions. I immediately telegraphed him, on my own judgment 
and initiative but also in accordance with instructions from the Ambassador, 
received after I had formulated the telegram, to file a protest against a separate 
armistice on the ground that America was a virtual ally of Russia.“ 


4. 


The policy of watching and waiting, a hiatus to see how things settled 
before doing anything in the hope that democracy might yet be restored, 
now passed out of Washington’s distant hands. Instead, policy was up to 
those in the American colony eager to save the Eastern Front. Colonel 
Durnovo, aide of General V. V. Marushevsky, chief of the general staff 
in Petrograd, gave Judson a record of a conversation between Dukhonin 
and himself that quoted a monitored message that the failure of America to 
protest when others had done so was creating uncertainties which it was of 
the utmost importance to remove. To underscore Kerth’s yet undelivered 
message, Judson complied with Durnovo’s request to issue a statement to 
the Soviets similar to the intercepted message. Francis approved Judson’s 
statement addressed “To the Chief of the Russian General Staff, Petrograd” 
and delivered that evening. Marushevsky “expressed great satisfaction with 
its terms.” His sympathies were tsarist and he served the Bolsheviks under 
duress. Judson’s letter quoted the intercepted press message that the United 
States would institute an embargo: “if the Bolsheviks will remain in power 
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and will put through their program of making peace with Germany, the 
present embargo on exports to Russia will remain in force.” It also indicated 
that of the $325 million credit to the Provisional Government, $191 million 
had been appropriated, leaving a balance of $134 million.“ 

Trotsky and his colleagues probably accepted Judson’s letter as some kind 
of official diplomatic statement on the way toward recognition and perhaps 
as a warning that if the peace program continued the United States would 
withdraw the remainder of its credits. And though the letter was signed 
both in Judson’s capacity as attaché to the U.S. embassy and as chief of the 
American military mission, it was a matter-of-fact communication indicating 
that the press report had no standing even though Judson and Francis 
might be of the opinion that they would receive a similar communiqué. 
Judson’s letter to Marushevsky simply corrected an impression made by the 
press. Judson was aware that Lenin sought an armistice by all belligerent 
nations. ® 

The situation was changing rapidly. So was Judson’s attitude. On the 
morning of November 25, at about the same time Judson’s assistant was 
getting ready to bring the first letter over to Marushevsky, a cable went 
to the War Department showing his change of attitude toward the Bol- 
sheviks: “In my opinion situation is such that some government and order 
with promise of benefits to allies could be brought about now through 
diplomatic intervention.” Judson had been stunned by the vehemence of 
the Soviet reply to the Allied military missions’ November 23 note. The 
Soviet accused the Allies of interfering with Russia’s domestic affairs and 
fomenting a revolution. Kerth’s note was lumped together with the com- 
munications of the other Allies as was Judson’s letter to Marushevsky. The 
Allied note protested in the “most energetic manner” against any violation 
of the London Treaty, whereas Kerth said his government “categorically 
and energetically protests against any separate armistice.” These exchanges 
were exacerbated by Allied efforts to force General Dukhonin to do some- 
thing to prevent a Soviet peace move. They asked the general to insist that 
political parties “refrain from all speech and action which will aggravate 
the very dangerous situation which exists at this time on the front, vis-a-vis 
the enemy.” General Berthelot, chief of the French military mission, related 
that France would not recognize the Soviets. General Lavergne, French 
representative at Stavka, told Dukhonin: “the ‘criminal pourparlers’ should 
be repudiated by the Supreme Command.”*° 

Tzestua, a leading Bolshevik newspaper, commented on the French and 
American notes: “the United States has declared a kind of boycott against us 
[that] goes hand and hand with the telegram of General Berthelot. It would 
seem that the North American plutocrats are ready to trade locomotives for 
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the heads of Russian soldiers.”4” On December 1, Trotsky switched from 
the threat of Judson’s letter to Marushevsky, to Kerth’s note of November 
27 for Dukhonin in support of the Allied protest. Trotsky accused Kerth 
of calling on Dukhonin to “carry out a policy directly contrary to the one 
carried out by the Council of People’s Commissaries.” He continued, “the 
Soviet Government, which is responsible for the fate of the country, cannot 
allow Allied diplomatic and military agents for any purpose to interfere in 
the internal life of our country and attempt to fan civil wars.”“8 

The garrison at Stavka now mutinied and arrested General Dukhonin and 
his staff. N. V. Krylenko, Bolshevik Commissar for War, arrived with sailors 
who murdered Dukhonin. These actions, along with talks with Robins and 
Thompson, persuaded Judson to make a quick about-face on November 
27 in a second letter to Marushevsky because it had become apparent that 
“Bolsheviks were in to stay . . . and that the Bolsheviks, whatever we might 
think of them, were in a position to determine many questions that would 
perhaps vitally affect the outcome of the war.” He noted Trotsky’s complaint 
of the united protest to Dukhonin and the deep concern of British Ambas- 
sador Buchanan and his military attaché General Knox to that protest. 
Buchanan indicated the protest was nothing short of a “veiled threat” and 
that it was interpreted to mean, “we are about to call on Japan to attack 
Russia.” He went further: “It was an ill-advised step that has done us any 
amount of harm.”*? 

After a period of consternation among American officials in Petrograd 
following the seizure of power, several views had emerged. First, there 
was Francis’s view that a do-nothing policy, that is, watching and waiting, 
should follow in which there would be little connection with the Bolshe- 
viks. At that moment, the ambassador was in the dark as to Washington’s 
policy, but as it turned out, he surmised it correctly. As late as November 
28 he cabled Lansing, “Have received no instructions concerning recogni- 
tion. Reported that President Wilson has made emphatic public statement 
concerning the Russian situation. Is it true?”®° Second, there was Judson’s 
opinion that contact had to be made with the Bolsheviks to protect Ameri- 
cans and influence the Bolsheviks to stay in the war. In this he reflected the 
views of Thompson and Robins, the two Red Cross officials in Petrograd. 
Third, there was the conservative attitude of Consul General Summers, 
who strongly endorsed a cable sent November 27 to Creel by a freelance 
journalist in Moscow at that time and a friend of Colonel House, Arthur 
Bullard: Lansing must “clearly and publicly” state the ground upon which 
the Wilson administration refused to recognize the Soviets. Bullard meant 
nonrecognition must be based on the illegal means by which Lenin attained 
power and his government’s undemocratic and violent nature.°! 
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Given these three alternatives, which would the president in Washington 
decide that the country must ultimately follow? At the crucial point in rela- 
tions between the United States and the new Bolshevik government, there 
was not the slightest evidence, no indication of the administration’s official 
policy. One can only conclude that there was no policy except that of do- 
ing nothing — watching and waiting —in the hope that Lenin’s government 
would be overthrown. 


Four 


December 1917 
The Struggle for a Policy 


Ithough President Wilson apparently preferred to ignore the Bolshe- 

vik Revolution, others were pressing the United States to act. Nu- 
merous alternatives were proposed. For instance, the British considered 
aid to Lenin’s Russian enemies in order to restore the Eastern Front. The 
French concurred and talked about intervention by the Allies to restore the 
Provisional Government. Secretary of State Robert Lansing and the State 
Department began to argue that some form of aid to those Russians still 
willing to fight was in order. Colonel House considered reconciliation, not 
recognition, in order not to force the Russians into the German’s hands. 
Naturally, Americans in Petrograd had their own wide range of ideas about 
what U.S. policy should be: Ambassador David Francis opined that recon- 
ciliation with the Bolsheviks was not possible, while General William Jud- 
son supported accommodation with Lenin in order to preserve the Eastern 
Front as long as possible and to prevent Russia from falling completely into 
German hands. In the immediate aftermath of the Bolshevik Revolution, 
all of these points of view were weighed, and a couple were actually tried. 
At first, doing nothing, as Ambassador Francis correctly assumed, be- 
came President Wilson’s principal way of dealing with the Bolsheviks. The 
president expected that the new government would soon collapse. But se- 
lecting that procedure created a sort of policy vacuum in regard to attempts 
to retain the Eastern Front, whether that meant overthrowing the Bol- 
sheviks with a pro-Allied government, convincing Lenin that it was in his 
group’s interest to fight on, or making the Germans pay a very high price 
for Russia’s neutrality. Finally, in December, alternatives to do-nothing 
or watch-and-wait policies emerged. The British, with French assistance, 
strengthened their advocacy of a plan for reconstructing a front in south- 
ern Russia, perhaps overthrowing the Bolsheviks, and of another plan for 
Japanese intervention in Russia’s Far East. These propositions required 
Wilson’s participation in order to be effective. Other American nationals 
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in Petrograd and Moscow, as well as advisers in Washington, offered their 
alternatives to the administration. Colonel House returned from one of 
his transatlantic trips with his own alternative. Then there was Secretary 
Lansing and the State Department, where calls could be heard for an anti- 
Bolshevik policy. Various Bolshevik actions, at one time or another, gave 
these alternatives plausibility and provided the seedbed for the kind of anti- 
Communist crusade associated with the Cold War. 


It was very important for someone in an official capacity to take the 
initiative to visit Trotsky to ascertain exactly what might be worked out 
with the Bolsheviks. That action fell to the Americans. In a speech to the 
Petrograd Soviet, Trotsky indicated that two unofficial Americans, close 
to capitalist circles, had been to see him. They had tried to convince him 
that General Judson’s second letter expressing conciliation was America’s 
policy. Trotsky told his audience that relations could be built on Allied 
expectation of commerce after the war and not “platonic sympathy for 
the Russian nation of which the American imperialists wish to persuade 
me.” Likewise others, less sympathetic but official, tried their alternatives 
on Trotsky. For instance, General Henri A. Niessel, head of the French 
military mission, eventually came haughtily to demand a continuation of 
the war. Trotsky threw him out. When the French Ambassador, Joseph 
Noulens, tried to smooth things over, the commissar was all sweetness and 
light. However, it was General Judson, the first high-ranking American 
official to visit Trotsky, who succeeded in breaking the Allied boycott and 
America’s pretending that the Bolsheviks did not exist.! 

Judson’s bold visit to Commissar for Foreign Affairs Trotsky was pre- 
ceded by the meddling of Colonel Raymond Robins of the American Red 
Cross and his translator Alexander Gumberg. Ambassador Francis played 
a coy game by cabling Lansing, apparently trying to ascertain the identity 
of the two unofficial Americans presuming to speak for the United States. 
In a curious way, he was trying to get Lansing to block any Americans 
from having conversations with the Bolsheviks, thus removing the onus 
from him. In actuality, Francis not only realized that the Americans were 
Robins and Gumberg but also knew what was going on. It was not done 
behind his back nor was he left guessing, as was later suggested. Fran- 
cis was testing the waters with Lansing. Further, he understood that the 
head of the Committee on Public Information [COMPUB], George Creel’s 
representative and a “rank newcomer to Petrograd,” Edgar Sisson, could 
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not possibly arrange anything with Trotsky without the help of Robins 
and Gumberg. This assistance was easy for Gumberg. Lenin’s comrade, 
Felix Dzerzhinsky, had issued him a pass to Smolny Institute, first seat of 
the Bolshevik government.” Gumberg, a Russian emigrant to the United 
States and a businessman, had been Trotsky’s friend when the latter was 
living in New York. The question of contacts must have come up repeatedly 
at embassy meetings. 

As to further identifying the two Americans visiting Trotsky, Robins’s 
diary makes it obvious. “Get things from Judson. See Gen’! then to BB 
[Bessie Beatty] and arrange man for front... . have cleared for step with 
Smolny.”5 It was logical that the go-between role of Robins and Gumberg, 
the two Americans, would be well known to the ambassador. Robins was 
busy with Red Cross activities and had conferences before he could get over 
to the Smolny Institute to arrange further Red Cross work. Certainly Sisson 
went with Gumberg’s assistance. Judson recalled that Sisson afterward 
informed him that he had only been able to set up an interview between 
Trotsky and Judson. As Judson said, “there was nothing to do, in view of 
all the circumstances, but to visit Smolny and interview Trotsky at once.”4 

Judson’s all-important visit was intended to break the ice and to come to 
some understanding with the Bolsheviks in order to salvage something of 
the Eastern Front. This process reveals the utter confusion existing in Allied 
diplomacy at that time and shows why it was so necessary to do something 
and do it quickly to prevent a disaster: the collapse of the Eastern Front. 

It was agreed at an embassy conference between Francis, Robins, Sisson, 
embassy counselor J. Butler Wright, Judson, and Captain E. Francis Riggs, 
Judson’s assistant, on the afternoon of November 30, that Sisson would ar- 
range a meeting between Trotsky and one of Judson’s subordinates. Time 
was of the essence: on November 27 the Bolsheviks had arranged for official 
conversations with Germany and its allies to begin on December 2 at Brest- 
Litovsk. There was simply no time for Judson to cable the War Department 
for permission. Judson pressed Francis to allow him to go. When Judson 
arrived at the embassy, the atmosphere was troubled. Judson wanted to 
tell Trotsky that it was essential to get a no-troop-transfer clause into the 
armistice, by which he meant to prevent a drifting of German troops to 
the front in France. Francis opposed anything that might imply recognition 
until he had heard from Washington. He was finally aware of Lansing’s 
belated admonition of November 30 to do nothing but watch and wait. 
The ambassador therefore opposed the proposed meeting of Judson and 
Trotsky. Judson argued that he alone would be criticized for any proposal. 
He would not see Trotsky in his role as the embassy’s military attaché but 
as chief of the military mission and, therefore, the responsibility of the 
War Department. Nevertheless he still wanted the ambassador’s approval. 
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Sisson claimed that the ambassador agreed. Francis had met with other 
ambassadors, and they had each determined whether or not to send a rep- 
resentative.° Failing Francis’s approval, Judson felt his initiative would be 
difficult. 

British Ambassador George Buchanan would not send any representative 
until he had London’s approval. Judson dined with him, General Knox, 
and General Niessel, chief of the French military mission. He planned to 
see Francis afterward. Knox wished to go with Judson, but Buchanan 
and Niessel were against it.© Judson’s car had been seized by Lenin’s Red 
Guards while he dined, and he did not reach the American embassy until 
midnight. He thought he had convinced Francis, though he recognized the 
ambassador’s misgivings. At midnight, November 30, they compromised: 
Riggs would go to Trotsky as arranged by Sisson. A rebuff of Riggs would 
be less embarrassing than if experienced by Judson. Still, “if Riggs were 
to make no satisfactory progress, or if he were to come to the conclusion 
that it would be well for me to join him or to visit Trotsky after him, I 
was to hold myself in readiness and continue the interview myself.” The 
two went over what might come up in a Judson-Trotsky conversation, 
particularly that Colonel Kerth had acted on his own when directing a 
protest to Dukhonin, a bald-faced lie unlikely to pass Trotsky’s scrutiny. It 
was at this point that Judson received Francis’s final approval: “According 
to my best recollection, (and the whole matter is deeply impressed upon my 
memory) you [Francis] then asked ‘Well what do you think about it now!’ 
I replied that I thought I should go. And you said ‘Then go ahead.’”” It was 
December 1. The armistice would begin the next day. Time was essential. 

Both Sisson and Robins afterward supported Judson’s claim that the 
ambassador approved Judson’s meeting with Trotsky. Even Francis briefly 
indicated that Judson’s conversation with Trotsky had his backing: “Jud- 
son saw Trotsky to-day [December 1] with my approval as at yesterday's 
meeting of Allied chiefs I advocated unofficial effort to influence armistice 
terms at conference beginning to-morrow. No objection was offered to each 
chief’s exerting such influence unofficially and not personally.”® 

This was the first meeting between a leading Bolshevik and an important 
American or Allied official. Trotsky later made a fuss about it. All this 
activity excited the Allied missions and the press, and it was the end for 
Judson in Russia. 


Zi 


As Judson prepared to visit Smolny, others advanced alternatives, and 
a notable project arose in Washington. Ambassador Boris A. Bakhmetev, 
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the Provisional Government's representative to the United States, wrote 
the State Department cautioning against provocative statements made by 
the Allies. Russia, he felt, was not with Lenin. Russians wanted peace but 
not a German-imposed peace. A conciliatory move directly to the Russian 
people should be made, as Russia was exhausted.° 

Then Colonel House asked the department to suppress American press 
criticism of the idea that Russia should be treated as an enemy. That attitude, 
he believed, would throw Russia into support of Germany. !° Bakhmetev and 
House saw the value of conciliation to separate the people from Lenin and 
prevent Russia from coming under the control of Germany. Both urged con- 
ciliating the war-weary people of Russia but not the Bolshevik government, 
which they saw as a temporary proposition. 

Contrary to these views, Lord Robert Cecil, minister of blockade in the 
British War Cabinet, telegraphed Lord Bertie, British ambassador in Paris, 
that the moderate socialists in Russia were as useless as the Bolsheviks in 
negotiating and that only a military government offered any hope. Per- 
haps one of the counterrevolutionary generals from the old Imperial army 
would take the lead, reconstitute the Eastern Front, and overthrow the 
Bolsheviks. !! 

Basil Miles, at the Russian desk of the State Department, saw the conven- 
ing of the Constituent Assembly on January 5/18, elected just eighteen days 
after the Bolshevik coup, as the opportunity to speak directly to the Rus- 
sian people and offer help even if the Bolshevik government ceased fighting. 
Lansing scribbled at the bottom of Miles’s memorandum: “President thinks 
this would be unwise.”!? That meant doing nothing, more watching and 
waiting. 

Francis advised the president that the Allies should call a conference 
and state their war aims, thus showing their desire to stop the war, and 
also that Allied missions in Petrograd should request a conference with a 
committee of the Constituent Assembly dealing with the state of the nation. 
The president wrote Lansing, “I take it for granted you will advise Francis 
not to do what he suggests in the paragraph of this dispatch which I have 
marked. It would be most unwise to interfere in any way or to have any 
sort of initiative.” Lansing cabled Francis as instructed. ! 

A new and dangerous proposal was emerging, one consonant with Lord 
Cecil. Lansing inquired of House: “Department would be glad to have a 
report from you on the general attitude of your colleague on the matter of 
the recognition of the de facto government of the Trans-Caucasus.” House, 
Prime Minister Lloyd George, and Foreign Secretary Arthur J. Balfour 
thought that the Russian situation was becoming critical, the Allied military 
people had made a mess, and, no doubt referring to the notes to General 
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Dukhonin at Stavka, the situation could not be worse. French Ambassador 
Jean Jules Jusserand agreed when speaking to Frank Polk at the State 
Department; he called the situation hopeless. Desperation was reflected in 
Lansing’s comment to Wilson that he had heard nothing further about four 
hundred thousand Russian troops still willing to fight. '4 

The Inter-Allied Conference meeting in Paris with Colonel House rep- 
resenting President Wilson finally took up Ambassador Buchanan’s alter- 
native to give Russia back its word of not making a separate peace and let 
it decide whether to make peace on Germany’s terms. House reported that 
Buchanan’s proposal brought violent opposition from Baron Sidney Son- 
nino, Italy's foreign minister. The group called on the Provisional Govern- 
ment’s last ambassador to France, Vasilii Maklakov, who seconded House’s 
proposal: reconsider war aims only with a stable Russian government, not 
the unstable Bolsheviks. After all, the Allies and the United States declared 
that they were not waging a war for aggression or indemnity and their 
sacrifice prevented militarism from overshadowing the world. House’s pro- 
posal, supported by Maklakov, soon gained the backing of the Inter-Allied 
Conference. It was decided to allow each power to send an answer to its 
own ambassador in Petrograd that the Allies were willing to reconsider war 
aims with a stable Russian government. Simultaneously, Lord Lansdowne, 
former British foreign secretary, spoke out in the press for an honorable end 
to the war, submission of disputes to arbitration, and the use of collective 
security. His message had special pathos because he had lost both his sons 
in the war.!> Thus, the Bolshevik peace initiative had forced reluctant state- 
ments from each Ally to its ambassador, conciliatory moves by Buchanan 
and Judson, and Lansdowne’s public statement. 

The president held out for a victory over Germany while doing nothing 
with the Bolsheviks in the hope that democratic forces would soon emerge to 
overthrow Lenin and carry on the struggle with Germany. Russia could not 
remain free against the German menace. Secretary of the Navy Josephus 
Daniels reported that some in the cabinet felt that the Bolsheviks might 
maintain themselves; others thought they would fail. Wilson sided with 
the latter. “WW said Cossacks and others in S. Russia would not follow 
T. [Trotsky] but declared for continuance of war, and had asked help and 


recognition. Too chaotic to act yet.”!® 


3. 


In this very chaotic atmosphere, Judson took his alternative directly to 
Trotsky, sensing that something had to be done immediately. No directive 
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had been received from Washington, nor had the other Allied missions been 
told that their governments were reconsidering war aims if they could deal 
with a stable Russian government. Almost a month had passed and Allied 
confusion in Petrograd persisted. 

Judson was with Trotsky for forty minutes on December 1, the day before 
the armistice at Brest-Litovsk was to begin. He spoke to Trotsky through an 
interpreter and found the commissar for foreign affairs friendly. He pointed 
out that he was interested in how Russia and America could support each 
other. Trotsky volunteered that Russia had obligations to its Allies, such 
as detention of enemy troops along the Eastern Front, and no exchange 
of prisoners. According to Trotsky these matters were on his mind. After 
preliminary negotiations at Brest-Litovsk, there would be, according to 
him, a week’s recess and that would give the Allies a chance to join in the 
negotiations. If they failed or refused to join, an appeal would be made 
directly to their people. !” 

Judson claimed that his visit made it more certain that the armistice pro- 
tocol had a provision designed to detain enemy troops on the Russian front 
and, though eventually violated, some troops were retained that otherwise 
might have been removed to fight in the west. He persuaded Trotsky to bring 
in technical experts to avoid German lies and treachery. The general en- 
couraged Trotsky to become more uncompromising, increasing the chance 
of a break between Germany and the Bolsheviks. Judson considered that 
he had limited for a time the release of prisoners and the exchange of goods. 
Finally, he thought that he might have won enough of Trotsky’s confidence 
so that he might be consulted again if a break in the negotiations occurred. !8 

One problem with Judson’s negotiations was that Trotsky sought propa- 
ganda advantages from them. Trotsky’s remarks about the interview, their 
play in the press, the reaction among the Allies, was sufficient, given Wil- 
son’s and Lansing’s preference for doing nothing, to get Judson recalled. 
Francis’s renunciation of Judson’s trip to Trotsky was painful because Fran- 
cis had already cabled the department his approval. Judson’s discussion of 
Kerth with Trotsky indicated Francis’s prior approval of the visit. Judson’s 
cable to the War Department emphasized the urgency of his visit as well as 
its unofficial character and the fact that he had the ambassador’s consent. 
Judson thought Trotsky would observe and protect Allied interests only to 
the extent that the armistice would be of long duration, enemy troops would 
remain in their positions, and there would be no exchange of prisoners or 
products. Judson’s diary was terse: “I came as an individual; pointed out 
certain directions in which the interests of Russia and her Allies still run par- 


allel; and secured voluntary recognition that Russia has certain obligations 
to her Allies.” 
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In his final report months later, Judson added: 


By special direction of the Ambassador, just before my interview was ter- 
minated, I brought up the question of Kerth’s protest to explain that the 
Ambassador had given no orders as to whom to address the protest (it had 
been sent to Dukhonin). I had occasion to explain that I referred to protest 
already made and not to any new protest. Trotsky interrupted me to say that 
what was past in this connection had no further interest, and that there was 
no reason to discuss the matter.” 


This last point was the condition Francis made for his consent to the in- 
terview: “You then suggested that it might be explained that Kerth had of 
his own accord directed his protest to Dukhonin; that such was not by your 
instructions.” Here was further proof that Francis approved the interview.”! 

Trotsky’s reaction to Kerth had bothered Judson to the extent that he 
cabled the War College staff: “Trotsky makes statement that Soviet gov- 
ernment can not permit such interferences with internal life country which 
tend to kindle civil war. Further such steps, he says, will bring heavy conse- 
quences for which his government refuses to accept responsibility.”?? Fran- 
cis needed Judson to correct this damage. When Trotsky reported the inter- 
view to the Bolshevik newspaper, /zvevtiia, he put a favorable spin on it by 
omitting references to conditions the Soviets might impose on the Germans 
that ran parallel to the Allies and only stated that negotiations would be open 
and could be joined by the Allies at any time. Most important, Trotsky put 
these words into the mouth of Judson in the /zvevtiia article: “The time of 
protests and threats addressed to the Soviet Government has passed, if that 
time ever existed.” To that supposed statement, Trotsky reported to /evesttta 
that he had replied, “the formal side of the affair was of no interest and might 
be considered closed by the statement of the General.” 

Judson maintained he never made that exact remark. Yet the press picked 
up on it, and the Allies and neutrals complained about it. Judson did admit, 
“As a matter of fact I did not say this, although from the standpoint of 
expediency it was quite true.”*4 The day after, Judson remarked: 


Before the interview I well knew that Mr. Trotsky might be tempted in the 
manner common among politicians to distort the circumstance and substance 
of it, and I had determined that whatever the result I would engage in no 
debate as to what happened. His account was less inaccurate than I appre- 
hended it might be. It excited the Ambassador, as I knew it would, but I have 
urged him as insistently as I know how to make no comment to anyone on 
any discrepancy. 


Judson later complained that the press reported his interview without re- 
gard to the facts.” 
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The heat was on; Francis buckled. The day after Judson’s interview 
Francis cabled Lansing: 


Judson’s visit to Trotsky exciting comment, especially among Allied missions 
who consider it step toward recognition. Judson has insisted for some time 
that Soviet is de facto government and relations therewith should be estab- 
lished. After discussing matter with Allied colleagues as reported in 2050, 
December 1, 9 p.m.,”6 I consented that Judson should send subordinate to 
discuss armistice provisions only and was not aware that Judson had gone 
himself until after visit made.?’ 


Trotsky gave a speech for its propaganda effects. He made Judson the 
butt of a remark claiming the Soviets used a new diplomacy where every- 
thing was open and illustrated it with Judson’s visit. The Germans, Trotsky 
claimed, had threatened Russia with ambition for territory if an armistice 
should take place. Trotsky criticized Allied agents for trying to influence 
Russia to continue fighting; grave consequences threatened if they should 
incite a civil war. It was at this time that Judson had called on Trotsky. 
Trotsky wished to show Judson coming to his office in hope of deferring an 
armistice. Without directly referring to Judson, he actually was forthright 
about the issue: “The demand will be made, that during the armistice the 
Germans do not transfer any troops to the western theatre of war, as Russia 
could not consent that the armistice should be utilized to crush England and 
France.” He dismissed this possibility, the one Judson warned of and the 
same one carefully edited out of his /zvevtiia article, by asserting that Ger- 
many would respect Russia because, “Germany will not dare to refuse, as 
every German soldier will understand that we demand an honest armistice.” 
He referred to Judson’s remark about the Germans as crafty negotiators, 
which was particularly apt in regard to the fate of Courland and Lithuania. 
Trotsky’s curious twists and underlying optimism were not enough to save 
Judson. Within days his position crumbled. Ambassador Morris reported 
from Stockholm on the /zvestiia article by emphasizing Judson’s supposed 
remark that the time had passed to threaten the Soviet government.”8 


4, 


Simultaneously, London moved swiftly against Ambassador Buchanan’s 
recommendation of accommodation by accepting House’s request at the 
Inter-Allied Conference to negotiate only with a stable government. The 
War Cabinet told Buchanan that “the policy of the British Government 
was to support any responsible body in Russia that would actively oppose 
the Maximalist [Bolshevik] movement, and at the same time give money, 
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freely, within reason, to such bodies as they were prepared to help the 
Allied cause.” Such a policy encouraged civil war and implied some kind of 
intervention on the part of the British to aid their side against Lenin’s gov- 
ernment. House was jubilant only about supporting a stable government, 
not the Bolsheviks. He had not bought into any kind of intervention. “After 
my conference with Balfour last night, he wrote a dispatch to the British 
Ambassador at Petrograd which goes far in the direction I have been urg- 
ing.” Lansing read that dispatch. Its claims against Russia’s armistice were 
based not on the September 4, 1914, arrangement but on deeper principles: 
a fair and democratic peace. If Russia had a stable government, democratic 
and pro-Allied, acceptable to the Russian people, and could deal with an 
honorable German government, the British would go along. Notwithstand- 
ing these virtually impossible conditions for the Bolsheviks, Buchanan was 
at liberty to point out that no responsible German statesman said anything 
to agree with the Bolsheviks or the Allies. By substituting argument for 
action, the only peace obtainable for the Soviet government would be nei- 
ther democratic, nor lasting, but German and imperialist. Balfour sent this 
telegram without consulting London.’ It obviously awaited the success 
of the forthcoming Russian Constituent Assembly, which had been elected 
after the Bolshevik coup and was scheduled to meet in early January. Lenin 
had approved the election, but the Bolsheviks had only won a minority of 
the delegates. On January 18, 1918, it convened; the following day Lenin 
dissolved it. 

House’s policy gained support. Jusserand cabled Pichon, the French 
foreign minister. He told Pichon that Judson’s note referring to the gen- 
eral’s second letter, apparently the one “appearing to approve the idea of 
a general peace, is completely the opposite of Mr. Wilson’s idea. I have it 
from Mr. Polk that it was sent without either authorization or forewarning, 
that it very much surprised the Department of State, and that explana- 
tions have been asked of Mr. Francis.” In an important addendum to his 
cable Jusserand noted, “I have signaled this note to Colonel House who 
has responded by telegram that it was, without doubt, ‘an absurd fable.’” 
Here was clear indication of the direction affairs were taking in Washington. 
Wilson told Jusserand, “the attitude should be one of the most absolute cau- 
tion (reserve), limiting intercourse to current necessary affairs and avoiding 
everything which could give the appearance of encouragement and abstain- 
ing from protests which are a form of recognition of the existence of this 
group.” °° 

Nothing so definitive as this had been received in Petrograd. No position 
had been arrived at beyond allowing what Judson had described as trivial 
intercourse and Francis as doing nothing. Phillips told Lansing that the 
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French would not countenance de facto recognition and considered the 
armistice a breach of the September 4, 1914, agreement. Phillips realized 
that the United States was not a signatory and need not take such a harsh 
alternative. He referred to Bullard’s message indicating the necessity to 
explain why America declined de facto recognition. The United States, in 
Bullard’s opinion, need not go so far as to say it would never recognize an 
undemocratic government based on violence or fear but, conversely, should 
show an interest in democratic Russia’s welfare.*! This alternative would 
at least temporarily close the door to the Bolsheviks while Wilson searched 
for a democratic alternative. Such an alternative would, of course, have to 
rid Russia of Lenin’s government. Bullard’s policy, if adopted, would have 
had Wilson aid and abet counterrevolution. 

Lansing had meanwhile inquired about another alternative—an army 
forming in the south to counter the Bolsheviks—and been told by Francis 
of its difficulty. The secretary of state permitted George Creel to start a 
propaganda barrage by Edgar Sisson in Petrograd and Moscow as a counter 
to German propaganda. The president rejected sending another fact-finding 
mission. 

As the president prepared to address Congress on the state of the union in 
December, reports appeared of Judson’s visit to Trotsky. By then Francis’s 
first cable approving the visit arrived. Wilson’s address to Congress referred 
to the situation in Russia as one resulting from a lack of education of the 
Russian public as to the true nature of the war and the extent of the dangers 
posed to Russia by a German victory. Wilson declared the Russian people 
had been “poisoned by the very same falsehoods that have kept the German 
people in the dark, and the poison has been administered by the very same 
hands.” There had been an insufficiency of Allied propaganda while German 
agents, perhaps Bolsheviks, conducted a campaign of lies among Russians, 
or so Wilson implied. The remedy to this lack of education and falsehood 
was an intense application of the truth, which could not be “uttered too 
plainly or too often.” Creel and Sisson administered the truth, according 
to Wilson, by following Root’s earlier suggestion. 

Did those parleys have any possibility of success? In the president’s view 
propaganda could sway moderates in the forthcoming Russian Constituent 
Assembly, justifying the president’s do-nothing policy toward the Bolshe- 
viks. Wilson’s policy presented to Congress seemed plausible: educate, pro- 
pagandize, and do nothing until Russians rid themselves of the Bolsheviks; 
refuse de facto recognition of the Soviet government on the strength of 
Bullard’s argument that Bolshevism’s undemocratic character was founded 
onan “arbitrary and irresponsible authority based solely on physical control 


over the residents.” 4 
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Lansing prepared a private memorandum with which Wilson subse- 
quently agreed.* The United States “watched with deep concern the over- 
throw by force of the provisional authority representing the revolution at 
Petrograd, and the popular election of a Constituent Assembly called to es- 
tablish a constitutional government based on the principle of democracy.” 
America was willing to help Russia in its transition to democracy, but “the 
Government has watched with disappointment and amazement the rise 
of class despotism in Petrograd and the open efforts of the leaders of the 
Bolsheviki to withdraw from the conflict even at the expense of national 
honor and the future safety of democracy in Russia.” Withdrawal, Lansing 
contended, was contrary to Russia’s true will. The Bolshevik threat that if 
they were not recognized, they would appeal to peoples of the nations, was 
annoying. Lansing labeled this threat an arbitrary and irregular foreign pol- 
icy that again illustrated Bolshevism’s despotic nature. He believed in Rus- 
sia’s democratic aspirations and her honoring of her treaty commitments. 
Bolshevism, according to Lansing, was despotic, dishonorable, reckless, 
and unprincipled in its methods. Lansing identified it as an authoritarian 
system, created and sustained by force, dominated by self-appointed rep- 
resentatives of a single class, and dedicated to the overthrow of capitalism 
and its replacement by an extreme form of socialism.* An ideological basis 
for the first Cold War had now begun to crystallize. 

It was clear from Jusserand’s comments to Pichon, Balfour’s cable to 
Buchanan, and Lansing’s private memo that there would be no recognition 
of the Soviet government, and there was an expectation that the Russian 
people would come to their senses and restore democracy by overthrowing 
the Bolshevik tyranny. In the meantime, the Allies would actively, though 
surreptitiously, seek alternatives to the Bolsheviks. 

Buchanan realized his own difficult position in Petrograd because Trot- 
sky on November 26 threatened the arrest of British nationals if George 
Chicherin and Pavel Petrov, Bolshevik operatives in Britain, were not re- 
leased from British jails. These men had been arrested in late August on 
charges of sedition. This situation was made painful for Buchanan due to 
his previous cable to London suggesting accommodation. It was not until 
December 14 that Buchanan told Trotsky that their cases would be recon- 
sidered. Trotsky then revoked his threat.%” 

A unified Allied policy was beginning to fall into place. Buchanan main- 
tained British sympathy for the Russian people without grudges or the con- 
templation of any “coercive or punitive measures” against them for making 
a separate peace. The Allies, he noted, distinguished between people and 
government. He stoutly defended the British complaint against the Soviet 
armistice negotiations without previous Allied consultations as a breach of 
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the September 4, 1914, treaty. Just because that treaty was made with an 
autocratic government did not mean it had no binding force on a succes- 
sor government. Otherwise, international relations would have no stability. 
Britain repudiated the new doctrine but had no desire to hold an unwilling 
ally to its previous commitments. Buchanan appealed to the so-called higher 
principles of a democratic peace, which he felt Russian democracy aspired 
to and which he felt could not be obtained from the Germans. Such princi- 
ples had to be agreed to before any armistice. The German government, he 
assured the Russian press, had spoken not a word about such principles. 
Rather, the Kaiser’s government contemplated an imperialist peace in its 
favor. The British would not send representatives until they were assured 
that a stable government had been recognized by the whole Russian people. 
They wanted to examine their mutual war aims and the possible conditions 
of a just and lasting peace. The British would continue to hold down enemy 
troops on its respective fronts, what Buchanan called “rendering Russia 
the most effective assistance.” However, he asked, could the same be said 
of Russia, which daily attacked Britain in the press for its imperialist aims 
and responsibility for the slaughter? Without British intervention in World 
War I, Russia would have been defeated by Germany, hence no Russian 
revolutions and no Russian democracy. “The German army would have 
seen to that, and without our cooperation in the war Russia would have 
never won her freedom.” That, Buchanan emphasized, ought to qualify 
Britain as a friend. Buchanan was openly critical of Lenin for his attacks on 
British rule in India, and he pointed out the dangers for British subjects then 
resident in Russia because of the hostile Russian press. Finally, he noted his 
own and his embassy’s neutrality and noninterference in Russian politics, 
but he warned the War Cabinet about the Soviet’s meddling in the affairs 
of the Allied countries. The ambassador's central point was that the British 
government could not discuss peace terms with a revolutionary regime.*® 
In a discussion with twenty-five journalists following his press release, 
Buchanan made it clear that the Allies must reach an agreement on princi- 
ples before discussing any peace with Germany. To do that, Russia ought to 
have a legal government, though Britain would be flexible in defining it.* 
House’s policy toward the Bolshevik government, carried out in Balfour’s 
telegram to Buchanan and enunciated to the press by Buchanan, had tri- 
umphed. The Allies would await formation in Russia of a legal government, 
democratically elected, with which peace principles would be elaborated. 
If at that point the German government agreed to them, negotiations could 
begin. Until such a government was constituted, Allied relations with the 
Bolsheviks would be minimal; that is, the Allies would, to borrow Fran- 
cis’s terminology, do nothing for fear of indicating to the rest of the world 
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de facto recognition. Aside from Buchanan’s statement, the War Cabinet 
secretly weighed the advantages and disadvantages of the alternatives to 
de facto recognition against the possibility of either covert action or an 
energetic intervention to depose Bolshevism. 

Meanwhile, Judson visited Knox a few days after his Trotsky interview 
and spoke with General Ernest Poole and his assistant, Banting; they were 
in accord with what Judson called his policy of “conciliating the Soviet 
Government to a certain extent with the object of saving what is possible 
from the wreck.” 

Robins took a tougher attitude by working on Sisson to get Francis re- 
called. Robins wrote, “We are at last driving full speed ahead. Work in 
coding the message that will get the stuffed shirt.”4! While this dangerous 
plot against the ambassador was being hatched, Lansing took decisive mea- 
sures against Judson. He asked Phillips to draft Francis a cable saying “take 
no steps with Lenin or Trotsky.” The cable of December 6 read: “Referring 
press reports received here last few days concerning communications of 
Judson with Trotsky relative armistice, President desires American repre- 
sentatives withhold all direct communication with Bolshevik government. 
So advise Judson and Kerth. Department assumes these instructions be- 
ing observed by Embassy.” Lansing reminded Francis to take no action 
on his previous suggestions to request Allies to confer with a committee 
to be appointed by the forthcoming Constituent Assembly on the state of 
the nation, or that the Allies would call a conference to state war aims, 
and, finally, to make no responses to various statements by Trotsky.*? The 
definitive statement on doing nothing had finally arrived. 

By this time, Lansing had had enough of Judson. If his cables to Francis 
left any doubt, he visited Secretary of War Newton D. Baker and wrote, 
“Secy Baker on recalling Judson from Petrograd. Phillips on whether Fran- 
cis authorized Judson to see Trotsky. Phillips with late telegram about Jud- 
son.” Francis tried squirming out of his authorization of Judson, telegram 
#2050 of December 1, with his renunciation telegram, #2057 of December 
2, by claiming only that he had approved of Judson sending a subordinate 
and was not aware of Judson’s visit to Trotsky until afterwards. Lansing, 
exercised over Judson’s visit to Trotsky, spent fifteen minutes discussing 
the issue with Wilson and afterwards remarked, “Col Judson’s conduct in 
Petrograd.” Judson’s recall was at hand. On January 1, 1918, he received a 
cable relieving him and ordering him to report to the army’s chief of staff in 
Washington. Judson left Russia on January 22, 1918. Robins remained 
and championed his alternative policy. 

Lansing wrote another long private memo further explaining policy. The 
only practical procedure was “to let things alone as far as it is possible 
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to do so.” This was because Russia was an unresolved riddle.“4 However 
much Wilson could or could not be faulted for his understanding of the 
Russian puzzle, it is fair to say that none of America’s observers, as Lansing 
commented, even the well-trained ones, had been able to find a way out 
of the Russian enigma that would lead to satisfactory results. Could any- 
one in Washington at that time have done better? The Root Mission was 
too optimistic. All its premises had come to naught, though able men had 
served. Even Lansing would not hazard his own guess. This was because 
the Russian situation was so novel, with the Bolshevik anarchists rejecting 
nationality, advocating the overthrow of existing governments, and estab- 
lishing on their ruins a proletarian despotism. “I cannot see,” he continued, 
“how this element which is hostile to the very idea of nationality can claim 
that they are the Government of a nation or expect to be recognized as 
such.” Recognition would, in Lansing’s opinion, only encourage them and 
their followers in other lands. That would be a serious error—an error both 
France and Britain seemed tempted to make. Lansing included the French 
because a deal like Judson’s might be cut between them and Lenin. 
Policy, Lansing believed, should be “to leave these dangerous idealists 
alone and have no direct dealings. To recognize them would give them an 
exalted idea of their own power, make them more insolent and impossi- 
ble, and win their contempt, not their friendship.” The “Teutonic Powers” 
might achieve some temporary advantages in arranging peace and gaining 
supplies in order to remove their military forces elsewhere, but they would 
pay a heavy price. His solution was simple. If left to themselves the Bol- 
sheviks would self-destruct: “I cannot see how unorganized and undirected 
physical power such as now dominates affairs in Petrograd can continue. 
It has in itself every element of destruction.” It was true that “Up to the 
present, however, the logic of events has failed.” He was persuaded that 
it was “unwise to give recognition to Lenine, Trotsky, and their crew of 
radicals.” It was better to “sit tight and wait and see how the Germans came 
out.” If they did not “burn their fingers,” he would admit he was wrong. 
Even if Germany made peace, recognizing the Bolsheviks would not stop 
communism nor help continue the war. The Bolsheviks would make any 
kind of humiliating peace with the Germans. Thirty years later George F. 
Kennan turned Lansing’s “logic of events” into a “vigilant containment.” 
Lansing conceded that Lenin and Trotsky were probably not German 
agents but misguided idealists who were “honest in purpose and utterly 
dishonest in methods.” Since national and personal honor, truth, and indi- 
vidual rights meant nothing to them, no one could deal with them. They 
planned a social revolution by mob violence to destroy civilization. Russia 
would give way to separate states, some favorable and others hostile to 
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Bolshevism. This would result in the worst civil war in history in which 
the Russian terror would far surpass the French terror. Eventually a strong 
man would restore order with the help of the military. Certain leaders in the 
south such as the Don Cossack General A. M. Kaledin or General M. V. 
Alekseyev, former chief of staff of the Russian imperial army, might accom- 
plish this, but Lansing was not overly confident. They appeared America’s 
only hope at that moment. Lansing opposed giving them any open support, 
as the situation was too uncertain and chaotic. Lansing inferred that covert 
help was possible. He concluded, “‘Do nothing’ should be our policy until 
the black period of terrorism comes to an end and the rising tide of blood has 
run its course.” “> Lansing rejected all the various suggestions and initiatives 
that had come to him via Petrograd up to that time. Lansing and Wilson 
closed the door to the Judson-Robins alternative. 


5. 


The emergence of a British policy alternative came almost simultane- 
ously with Lansing’s suggestion of a sub rosa policy of covert action to 
aid Generals Kaledin and Alekseyev. Buchanan was ordered to backtrack, 
and within weeks after his press conference was recalled. He left Rus- 
sia on January 7, 1918. On December 7 the British War Cabinet exam- 
ined Commander Oliver Locker-Lampson’s scheme. He had led a British 
armored-car squadron for General L. G. Kornilov in September at the time 
of the general’s failed putsch against Prime Minister Alexander Kerensky’s 
government.“° The commander suggested a more forceful alternative than 
proposals made at the Inter-Allied Conference. His policy called for the 
Japanese and Americans to send a force to Vladivostok to guard Allied 
military stores and secure control of the Trans-Siberian railway and, by 
a far-reaching extension, open communications with southern Russia. A 
small British force should be sent to Murmansk to protect munitions and 
provide refuge for Entente nationals. Here was one of the first clearly enun- 
ciated and overtly interventionist policies, foreseeing the lines of operation 
it must take. In addition, the new government at Tiflis, Georgia, would be 
encouraged, and an effort would be made to constitute an Armenian army. 

The British government wondered whether occupation of Vladivostok 
would do more harm than good. It would strengthen Russian opposition 
and threaten the lives of British nationals in Russia. Japanese expansion 
was a concern. It would be a risky policy. The War Cabinet decided to 
solicit Washington and Tokyo about stern measures to secure the Trans- 
Siberian railway and supply food to Russia. Would either government think 
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it favorable for the dispatch of a police force to Vladivostok? A definite 
British policy had to be adopted and only two alternatives appeared: rec- 
ognize the Bolsheviks and make the best arrangements possible, or refuse 
recognition and take open and energetic steps against them. The British 
seemed in no mood to do nothing. Though British alternatives were frowned 
on as dangerous, the latter alternative of taking energetic steps to directly 
secure Vladivostok and the Trans-Siberian railway seemed preferable.”” 

With the emergence of an Allied policy—recognize a stable Russian 
democratic government, otherwise do nothing —it was time to bring unity 
between the ambassadors and their staffs in Petrograd. A Lansing cable 
to Francis indicated changes. The secretary of state warned of cables at 
variance with Washington’s policy. The State Department preferred mes- 
sages to come from Francis as an expression of his personal views. The 
day before Lansing had wired John Mott, reprimanding one of Mott's 
YMCA secretaries, Jerome Davis, who was in charge of YMCA activities 
in Russia. Mott was admonished not to allow unauthorized persons to get 
diplomatically involved. 

Notwithstanding Francis’s dalliances in the Matilda de Cram affair, Lans- 
ing kept the ambassador on, though it was clear he had erred on Judson’s 
visit to Trotsky. Indeed, Francis had taken great comfort in Lansing’s ca- 
ble of December 6. It had pointedly referred to the president’s “desire,” 
in reality, a strict order: American representatives were to stop all direct 
communications with the Soviet government, especially General Judson, 
Lieutenant Colonel Kerth, and the embassy ~a policy the ambassador had 
been advocating for almost a month. Francis welcomed Lansing’s cable and 
correctly claimed that it was his policy the secretary approved.“ 

Judson interpreted Lansing differently: “cable from Washington to-day 
states the President desires American representatives to withhold all direct 
communication with the Bolshevick Government.” Judson discounted it 
by saying that the cable was probably based on hostile American press 
reports, especially from Louis Edgar Browne of the Chicago Daily News, 
who was unfriendly to what was perceived as Judson’s attempt to reach out 
to Trotsky. Judson’s plan had been to assure Trotsky that if negotiations 
at Brest failed, Trotsky could count on America’s help with troops and 
practical aid. In Judson’s opinion this would make the Russians less willing 
to give in to the Germans. It was only the press, so Judson thought, that 
stood in the way.*° He still did not realize that his alternative had been 
pushed aside. 

Judson further proposed that he be authorized to promise “instantaneous 
action” if the Brest negotiations collapsed. What would this entail? This 
new plan of Judson’s was another alternative to the earlier one offered to 
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Lansing. If the Bolsheviks accepted it as it would be negotiated by Judson, 
then they could expect the following: 


All American troops the Trans-Siberian Railway can transport; a real Amer- 
ican railway advisor with a great staff or a railway administrator with same; 
American operation of the Trans-Siberian System and in so far as may be 
practicable of the trunk lines thence to Odessa, Moscow, Petrograd and the 
front; utmost efforts largely to increase shipments of railway material to the 
port of Vladivostok; assistance on a large scale of every other character; 
the creation in Russia of American Plenipotentiary Commission of three, 
empowered within wide limits to direct, not request, action in or material 
from the United States for Russia.°! 


Judson cabled the War College asking if the Allies would support Trotsky 
should his negotiations with Germany fail. As late as December 31 Judson 
reported that Trotsky still asked what the United States would do in this 
case.*? Judson received no response to his latest alternative. 

It was hardly a propitious time for such a proposition by Judson. The 
president and secretary of state were busy exploring a contemplated British 
and French covert policy alternative that aimed at keeping Russia in the 
war and at the same time giving the Bolsheviks a better opportunity to self- 
destruct or yield to Russia’s democratic forces. The British, with French 
help, secured Wilson’s backing of this alternative. The War Cabinet again 
met in early December to give further consideration to its Russian policy. It 
had before it a Balfour memorandum. In discussing that memorandum, the 
War Cabinet first maintained that Britain need not concern itself primarily 
with the local aspirations of the Bolsheviks or other competing political 
parties. Rather, its purpose was “to keep Russia in the war until our joint 
war aims were realised,” but, failing that, “to ensure that Russia was as 
helpful to us and as harmful for the enemy as possible.”* If the Bolsheviks 
were successful in making peace, then Britain should do everything to keep 
Russia in London’s favor. That meant not antagonizing the Bolsheviks need- 
lessly so that they would be thrown into Germany’s arms. By now, Chicherin 
and Petrov had been released from Brixton prison, but what about British 
support of General A. M. Kaledin, a counterrevolutionary Don Cossack 
leader in southern Russia? It was pointed out that support to Kaledin was 
aimed against the Germans, supposedly, and not against the Bolsheviks. 
Certainly, this was a very fine distinction for Kaledin and those around 
him, as was well known to the British, were actively seeking to destroy the 
Bolshevik government. Kaledin’s efforts, so the British contended, were to 
help Romania. 

These conclusions were reached because Balfour's memorandum argued 
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against treating the Bolsheviks as enemies: “I am,” said Balfour, “clearly of 
opinion that it is to our advantage to avoid, as long as possible, an open 
breach with this crazy system. If this be drifting, then I am a drifter by 
deliberate policy.” The safety of the British colony in Russia had required 
the release of Chicherin and Petrov. The Bolsheviks, Balfour pointed out, 
were not going to fight Germany, nor probably anyone else. Why drive them 
into Germany’s hands? Without active Russian cooperation, Russia could 
not be easily organized or overrun, especially when German troops could 
not readily be spared. It would not be for many months that German needs 
could be supplied. Avoiding antagonizing the Bolsheviks must extend over 
that period.“ 

In a memorandum to Wilson, Lansing finally, like Balfour, drew up a 
policy diverging from the do-nothing attitude. It disregarded advice from 
some Americans in Russia. Now the Bolsheviks had determined to take 
Russia out of the war. The longer they were in power, the more anarchy. 
Russia would be eliminated as a fighting force, the war prolonged by two or 
three years. If Bolshevik domination could be broken, then Russia’s armies 
might be reorganized and readied for action by the following spring or 
summer. Only a military dictatorship backed by troops could ensure sta- 
bility and military participation. Lansing summarized his latest alternative: 
“the only apparent nucleus for an organized movement sufficiently strong 
to supplant the Bolsheviki and establish a government would seem to be 
the group of general officers with General Kaledin, the hetman of the Don 
Cossacks.”*> Based on these conclusions, Lansing considered whether to 
encourage Kaledin and, if so, how to do so. 

Kaledin and his associates, Lansing thought, knew less about American 
policy than vice-versa because their information came from Bolshevik and 
German sources. They believed America recognized the Bolshevik govern- 
ment and concluded that further resistance was useless. Lansing knew that 
“to have this group broken up would be to throw the country into the hands 
of the Bolsheviki and the Germans would freely continue their propaganda 
which is leading to chaos and the actual disintegration of the Russian Em- 
pire.” It was crucial to get a message to Kaledin by courier through Tiflis 
explaining the true situation. This message would communicate America’s 
“readiness to give recognition to a government which exhibits strength 
enough to restore order and a purpose to carry out in good faith Russia’s 
international engagements.” Lansing advised Wilson to approve communi- 
cating with Kaledin quickly; otherwise by inaction the United States would 
be playing into Bolshevik hands. Lansing hoped “the situation may be saved 
by a few words of encouragement, and the saving of Russia means the saving 
to this country of hundreds of thousands of men and billions of dollars.” 
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He had to admit, “I do not see how we could be any worse off if we took 
this course because we have absolutely nothing to hope from continued 
Bolshevik domination.”°° 

When Wilson’s cabinet met, Secretary of the Navy Daniels recorded that 
Wilson hesitated “to do nothing about Russia but puzzled to know how 
to take hold.” Secretary of the Interior Lane interrupted: “Perhaps Con- 
stituent Assembly may point the way. [Wilson:] No, neither party will have 
majority. Lansing: The Bolsheviks permit soldiers to vote wherever they are 
and charge them so they will have a majority for their party — civil war pos- 
sible. Everything now too chaotic to make move.” Wilson seemed puzzled 
and Lansing spoke of chaos. Yet the following day the president accepted 
Lansing’s memorandum: “This has my entire approval.”*” It contemplated 
covert action in support of the British and French initiative against the 
Soviet government that he refused to recognize. 

This memorandum, which Lansing drafted and Secretary of the Treasury 
McAdoo approved, acknowledged that Kaledin held the best chance for 
success in reestablishing the Eastern Front and creating a stable govern- 
ment in Russia. Lansing cabled Ambassador Walter Hines Page in London 
with a note for Oscar T. Crosby, assistant secretary of the treasury and 
the department's delegate to the Inter-Allied Council on War Purchases 
and Finance. It authorized him to take up the matter of potential financial 
aid to the French and British governments in their quest to help Kaledin. 
Since Kaledin was not an acknowledged de facto government, U.S. law 
prevented direct loans to him. Lansing’s cable simply enabled Crosby to 
find out “whether or not they [British and French] are willing to adopt 
the course above outlined and if so, to what extent financial aid will be 
required.” Lansing asked for this inquiry to be timely, but stressed the 
‘“Gmportance of avoiding it being known that the United States is consider- 
ing showing sympathy for the Kaledin movement, much less of providing 
financial assistance.” Lansing entertained covert action.*® 

As to this American money passed to the French and British, the U.S. 
Treasury exchanged more than a little. Initially, Crosby cabled Page, “have 
reason to believe that British effort will accomplish all that can now be 
considered valuable in this direction. Since this effort was made quite in- 
dependently of even French, both Ambassador and I feel it unnecessary 
for us to offer just now to share liability though British have been given 
to understand we will consider sharing in any wise effort.” Page added, “I 
should go further than Crosby and decline to risk money in any enterprise so 
doubtful and about which so little is known either by British Government or 
ourselves. I should surely wait till these people give some hopeful evidence 
of their strength and spirit.”°° 
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The matter temporarily ended for America. It had a painful consequence 
for Britain and France. Both powers had to exercise care to not so anger 
the Bolsheviks that their nationals in Russia would be endangered. They 
needed to fill the vacuum that would be left by the imminent departure of 
Russian armies from the Eastern Front. The Romanian armies had been 
reconstituted by the French military mission under General H. M. Berthelot 
after their 1916 defeat. They would need to secure Ukrainian food supplies 
and have allies in their rear. For continued Allied support and assurances, 
King Ferdinand of Romania, who had fled to Jassy in December 1916 
after the fall of Bucharest, would try to link with the Cossacks in southern 
Russia and the British in Mesopotamia. House favored Jassy as the center 
for southern Russia but did not wish to support overtly any particular 
Russian group. David Lloyd George, Britain’s prime minister, agreed. Yet 
there was confusion over just how strong Kaledin’s forces were. House was 
ambiguous on the question of encouraging Kaledin without any definite 
program, yet he admitted to Lansing that if he were not helped his forces 
might go to pieces. France, Italy, and England needed more information 
in order to send a British military mission from Romania to Tiflis and on 
to Kaledin’s headquarters at Novocherkassk to confer with him. A mission 
was sent though Buchanan was against it and Knox reported Kaledin had 
no strength. 

In the middle of this activity, with Balfour still in Paris, Lloyd George 
and the War Cabinet decided to give Kaledin money. This risky action 
occurred even at a time when Trotsky had considered arresting Buchanan. 
The War Cabinet, desperate to preserve some semblance of an Eastern 
Front, approved two financial advances totaling £10 million sterling and 
put another undisclosed amount at the disposal of Sir Charles Marling, 
British ambassador at Teheran. This effort culminated in the convention 
of December 23, 1917. Lord Robert Cecil, undersecretary for foreign af- 
fairs, and Viscount Alfred Milner, then minister without portfolio, left for 
Paris with a memorandum for French Prime Minister Clemenceau and his 
foreign secretary, Pichon. The memorandum became the “Convention be- 
tween France and England on the Subject of Activity in Southern Russia.” 
This agreement assigned an English sphere of influence to the Cossack 
territories—the Caucasus, Armenia, Georgia, Kurdistan—and a French 
sphere of Bessarabia, the Ukraine, and the Crimea. Expenses were to be 
pooled and regulated by an inter-allied organ though it was admitted that 
French money had already been allocated for a 100-million-franc credit. 
By the end of 1917 Great Britain and France were involved in southern 
Russia, and their action became the basis of the Anglo-French convention 
of December 23. It was done against the most expert advice.®! 
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U.S. Consul DeWitt Clinton Poole in Moscow was dispatched on the 
covert mission by Consul General Maddin Summers; Poole arrived in Ros- 
tov under the pretense of establishing a consulate and went to Novocher- 
kassk to call on Generals Kaledin and Alekseyev, who represented a group 
called the “League for the Defense of our Native Land and Liberty.” He 
contacted the French military mission for Romania, which had granted 
Alekseyev a 100-million-ruble credit for restoring Russia and continuing 
the war.” 

Poole remained in Novocherkassk for a month. He distinguished three 
groups: Alekseyev and the Volunteer Army, composed mainly of officers 
from the old Imperial army, Kaledin and the Don Cossacks, and the South- 
eastern Federation —the last representing other Cossacks and the Cauca- 
sus. The league had Kaledin’s support. As hetman [chief] of the Don, he 
had General Hucher’s French credit. The arrival of Boris Savinkov, former 
terrorist and member of Kerensky’s discredited regime, complicated things. 
Alekseyev maintained that though it was impossible to bring together what 
remained of the old Provisional Government, there was the nucleus of an 
“organization which would sooner or later proclaim itself to be the Provi- 
sional Government of Russia.” Alekseyev understood that the job of this 
government would be to stabilize Russia so that free elections could be 
held for a constitutional assembly with southern Russia’s military force at 
its disposal. Another group was forming around General Kornilov, and 
in January it joined the other three, with a ruling council that included 
Savinkov. The council was broadened with three Social Democrats, two 
Social Revolutionaries, and some liberals such as Paul Miliukov and Peter 
Struve, leading Kadets. The league planned a proclamation to the people 
accusing the Bolsheviks of failing to fulfill their promises of peace and bread 
and of suppressing the Constituent Assembly. The proclamation would ask 
the people to support a new Constituent Assembly as well as to continue 
the war. 

Poole recommended American support of the league because the latter 
met what he considered to be two fundamental American requirements: 
holding as many enemy troops of the Central Powers as possible on the 
Russian front and assisting Russians in establishing orderly government. 
He voiced concern over the league’s probabilities for success. Poole noted 
the social unrest in southern Russia, particularly between Bolshevik el- 
ements and disaffected Cossacks. There was growing Bolshevik military 
action in the area. Poole stated, “The Volunteer Army now organizing in- 
cludes as yet no infantry to speak of, and what artillery exists is practically 
without ammunition. From a military point of view the position of the Don 
government is lamentably weak.” To succeed it needed money promptly, 
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as well as ammunition and equipment. A more permanent solution to its 
problems would be essential. Contact with the Allies through Siberia and 
over the Trans-Siberian railway would be the key. Without such aid, Poole 
emphasized, “the league can not develop its possibilities in any important 
measure.” ° 

Poole returned to Moscow in late January. He was convinced of Alek- 
seyev's sincerity but doubted the quality of his troops, who appeared to 
be already defeated.“ Yet Poole told Francis that the league was a serious 
attempt at saving a part of Russia. Though Poole thought his evaluation of 
that situation correct if balanced with his report’s cautious notes, he later 
reflected, “We didn’t yet see clearly how thoroughly the Russian people 
were defeated, and that no government could hope to survive in Russia 
at that time on a basis of continued resistance to the Central Powers. The 
Russians were just plain licked, and that was the basic fact and controlling 
fact, but we always hoped, naturally.”®* Meanwhile, the debate for a viable 
public alternative to doing nothing continued in Washington. 

Without seeing a definite public policy toward the Soviet government, 
former members of the Root Mission argued with one another and with 
the administration. Phillips mentioned that Root had been in for a chat. 
Root was out of patience with the president’s policy of doing nothing, and 
advised getting in touch with anti-Bolshevik forces, lending them money, 
giving them comfort, and in this way preserving southern Russia for the 
Allies. Bertron wrote Wilson to ask for a brief meeting with several mission 
members. He was worried that the Germans might use Russian resources to 
prolong the war. Bertron pestered Joseph P. Tumulty, the president’s private 
secretary. Tumulty reported that Bertron brought to him a memorandum 
from Ambassador Bakhmetev containing one more alternative. Bertron 
“seemed to feel piqued that nothing had been done.” 

Bakhmetev’s memorandum suggested yet another policy alternative for 
Wilson to consider. He began by calling attention to the chaotic situation in 
Russia and its dangerous nature. The conflicting aims and movements, even 
the threat of civil war, took a back seat to the Bolshevik triumph and Lenin’s 
ability to suspend active military operations at the front and lead Russia out 
of the war. Bakhmetev cautioned, “One should not regard Russia solely as 
a military factor, as a presumably ‘lost’ link in the allied war machine.” 
However distressing, “Russia, if withdrawn from the war, is left face to face 
with a Germany which has not yet consumed the process of democratiza- 
tion and the Masters of which are full of aspirations for economic, if not 
direct, conquest.” Russia would provide Germany with the possibilities of 
dismemberment and domination. Eastern Europe would be deprived of a 
“Great Unified Democratic State.” Germany’s control of Russia’s resources 
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and commercial penetration of its sphere would strengthen its autocratic 
claim to world leadership and dramatically change the world’s geopolitics. 
Bakhmetev speculated that a situation might arise in which the resources 
of Russia and Asia Minor would enable Germany to preserve its political 
stability in the war’s aftermath, while at the same time western democracies 
would enter a period of instability and internal reverses. This imminent 
danger of German autocracy’s success could be paralyzed if the process 
of further political and economic disintegration in Russia was stopped and 
followed by a constructive movement for political unity, democratic stabil- 
ity, and economic progress. How could Russia, Bakhmetev asked, not be 
lost as a partner in the society of democratic nations? ” Bakhmetev saw the 
fateful consequences of failed American policies in Russia. 

Bakhmetev wanted to avoid German domination of the East. Only an 
active and deliberate policy of assisting non-Bolshevik Russia could save 
Russia’s democratic forces. American help had to go to the Russian peo- 
ple and not the Bolsheviks. This was an important distinction that Wilson 
would subsequently use. It was necessary to have an effective policy for the 
constructive elements of Russia so that they could achieve political stability 
and an orderly democratic government. This policy had to be exercised 
through propaganda, economic organization, and relief. By propaganda, 
Bakhmetev meant explaining to the Russian people the real aims and inten- 
tions of the democracies against those of German autocracy. It should also 
include moral relief and comfort such as that afforded by the YMCA. By 
economic organization, Bakhmetev meant the reestablishment of produc- 
tion and distribution, especially the railways and agriculture. As to relief, 
this meant supplying everyday commodities. 

To whom should this entire endeavor be directed? This was, he empha- 
sized, the most delicate part of the problem. It should be given to those 
carrying authority and restoring order. This was the consolidating work 
of democratic elements. But for the moment, they had “seceded for the 
time being into self-dependent communities, revolutionary, military dic- 
tatorships, effectuating strong rule for a clear defined aim of saving the 
liberties of the people.” Each particular case would have to be judged on 
its merits. For that purpose, a special committee had to be formed and 
authorized to make decisions. It would be named by the government and 
would represent various political factions. “This committee, acting on be- 
half and on account of the United States Government, should be given the 
disposal of the necessary funds and authorized to carry out the whole of the 
material and executive work in regard to Russia.”* Bakhmetev’s solution 
amounted to American economic intervention on a grand scale, adminis- 
tered by an autonomous committee. Wilson so far had only authorized a 
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backdoor, covert intervention through monies as credits to the Russian 
embassy through the National City Bank and Crosby’s possible laundering 
of money to Britain and France —the latter predicated on Poole’s report, 
not Bakhmetev’s advice. 

Bakhmetev indicated that the committee should inherit all the orders 
pending for the former Russian government and decide the best course for 
each of them, including all credits. Actually, these finally fell to the Russian 
embassy. Though Bakhmetev did not indicate the general composition of 
the special committee, it probably would have been made up of American 
nationals, including members of the Root Mission and Stevens Railway 
Commission. Perhaps that committee would have had several Russians as 
ex officio members, including, of course, Bakhmetev, though the Russian 
ambassador did not specify. However that may be, the concerns expressed 
by former Root Mission members and in Bakhmetev’s memorandum went 
unanswered. 

By this time House had returned from Europe and cabled to arrange 
a meeting with Wilson. Wiseman had sent House a secret cable to con- 
gratulate his friend on the mission to Europe. He emphasized the need for 
American manpower to hold the line against the German spring offensive. 
He called attention to the importance of Wilson’s speech of December 4, 
which had stressed a fight to the finish as an antidote to Lord Lansdowne’s 
London Daily Telegraph \etter advocating a negotiated peace. All Russians 
wanted peace, he related, and there was little hope of assistance to Roma- 
nia because Russian troops were no longer there. Sir Cecil Spring Rice, 
British ambassador, had said much the same thing. The British ambas- 
sador revealed that the War Cabinet was anxious about the rapid transfer 
of German troops from the Eastern to the Western Front. House arrived 
and reported on all his European activities. He shared Wiseman’s cable 
with Wilson; in regard to aiding those movements in the East still willing to 
fight, he mentioned to Wiseman that although Wilson “has no power to lend 
money direct to such un-organised movements he is willing to let France 
and England have funds to transmit to them if they consider it advisable.””° 
Once more, Wilson indicated his willingness to use laundered monies. 

However much Crosby and Page objected to the president’s and the sec- 
retary of state’s decision to follow the British and French lead in supporting 
Kaledin, there is no reason to believe that their opinion swayed Wilson or 
Lansing. House strenuously objected to such a covert policy, while Phillips 
was relieved that “Our policy in Russia seems at last to be clearly defined.” 
But Phillips emphasized that it was a gamble and that “Col. House is vi- 
olently opposed and has so advised the President.” It seemed that where 
Britain led, Wilson followed, though nothing as of yet came of it. Crosby 
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did not make an offer. This was because of impossible monetary exchange 
problems. Though it seems no sizable amounts of American money reached 
Kaledin by laundering through the French and British, covert action re- 
mained a possibility.” 

House had influenced Wilson to some degree, though probably not to the 
extent he claimed. When referring to Lansing and the British and French 
ambassadors, House quoted Wilson as saying, “I suppose it is well to let 
79 


them feel they are doing something now and then.”” He took up the ques- 
tion of Lansing: “I find the President still antagonistic to Lansing. Lansing 
constantly does something to irritate him, and generally along the line of 
taking action without consultation.” Almost in the same breath, he contin- 
ued: “I have about come to the conclusion that it is George Creel who is 
prejudicing the President against Lansing.” House speculated on Creel’s 
grand propaganda policy based on a broad declaration of war aims that 
would unite the world against Germany and help the Russian situation. 
House’s think tank, The Inquiry, could elaborate war aims.” 

Many alternatives for dealing with Bolshevism confronted President Wil- 
son in December 1917. Ambassador Francis supported the watching and 
waiting policy of Wilson and Lansing. Judson and Robins preferred offer- 
ing an olive branch to the Bolsheviks in the hopes of keeping them in the 
war or belligerently neutral. Wilson rejected the olive branch alternative. 
The British and French supported aiding counterrevolution. Wilson put 
that alternative on hold. Poole’s investigation of Kaledin, though promising, 
came too late. Then General Kaledin committed suicide in February 1918. 
Similarly, Secretary Lansing’s speculations, though Wilson inclined toward 
them, remained speculation for the time being. What intrigued Wilson was 
House’s suggestion. Mobilize, democratize, and rejoin Russia through an 
appeal to ideals. The president must wage a propaganda campaign to this 
end similar to Creel’s strategy. That campaign must stress the fairness and 
reasonableness of Wilson’s gospel for all belligerents: territorial integrity 
and self-determination. All that remained was for Wilson to speak directly 
to the Russian people, promising them their territorial integrity and self- 
determination while bypassing the Bolsheviks. In this effort he would get 
the support of House, Creel, and Sisson. 


Five 
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Boe clamor for a clear enunciation of Allied war aims forced a 
statement out of President Wilson. There was a chance that the Bol- 
sheviks might remain in the war if they feared German peace terms and 
believed in a fair deal from the Allies. Recognition and massive aid were 
essential components of any deal. Wilson countenanced neither. Instead, he 
intended to offer all belligerents territorial integrity and self-determination. 
These principles, applied to Russia, constituted Wilson’s famous “acid test” 
of Allied goodwill in point VI of his Fourteen Points Address of January 
8, 1918. A last-minute reprieve of Raymond Robins for Lenin failed. The 
Soviets ratified the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk. The German army, finally freed 
in the East, mounted its great spring offensive of 1918 in the West. Sec- 
retary Lansing’s anti-Bolshevik view now began to prevail in the Wilson 
administration. Wilson’s Allies threatened military intervention in Russia to 
reconstitute the Eastern Front, thereby relieving German military pressure 
in the West. If President Wilson failed to intervene in Russia, perhaps Japan 
would. Victory over the Central Powers seemed to hang in the balance. All 
eyes focused on the president, beginning with the eyes of the Bolsheviks. 
Commissar for Foreign Affairs Lev Trotsky taunted the peoples and gov- 
ernments of the Western Allies and especially the United States by touting 
the Bolshevik peace program: “every nationality independently of its free- 
dom and the level of its development,” he announced, “would receive an 
entire liberty of national development.” It was incumbent upon President 
Wilson, whose role at this most critical historical moment was widely rec- 
ognized by leading statesmen as the most important of factors, to answer 
the Bolshevik peace challenge.! The Allies had not joined the negotiations 
between the Central Powers and Russia at Brest-Litovsk for reasons, ac- 
cording to Trotsky, which they obstinately declined to announce. He sug- 
gested that Germany seemed ready to evacuate Belgium and France, so the 
Allies could not claim that the war continued for liberation of territory in 
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the West. “It is necessary,” Trotsky said, “to say clearly and precisely what 
is the peace program of France, Italy, Great Britain, the United States.” 
If it was necessary to liberate Alsace-Lorraine, Galicia, and Poznan, then 
what about Ireland, Egypt, and India? The Russian Revolution granted 
self-determination to Finland, Ukraine, and Belorussia. It was necessary 
to construct the international basis for peace on self-determination for all 
peoples. 

Trotsky ridiculed the Allies for not entering into a democratic peace be- 
cause of their class character. Their attitude toward national self-determina- 
tion was suspicious. He believed Germany and its allies had renounced 
their intention to incorporate territories seized during the war. (In Febru- 
ary 1918, to his dismay, Germany would insist on its conquests. Trotsky 
then labeled this as imperialism.) And what was the program of the Allies? 
He warned that if the Allied governments continued to sabotage the cause 
of peace, then the Soviet government would sign a separate treaty with 
Germany.? 

No sooner had Trotsky thrown down the gauntlet before the Allies than he 
discovered that the Germans proposed retention of their conquests in East- 
ern Europe. The Germans also refused to allow the Russians to check the 
prohibition of troop transfers or permit commercial navigation on the White 
Sea. These German proposals threw the Bolsheviks into a fury. Speeches 
at the executive committee of the Soviet indicated a readiness to resume 
the war. 

General Judson reiterated his alternatives to his colleagues: “We dis- 
cussed two papers for the Ambassador’s action: one designed to indicate 
how far Robins could go in promising Trotsky the Ambassador’s recommen- 
dation of support, to enable Trotsky to face a break with less apprehension; 
and the other a proposed cable to the Department [of State] requesting 
approval of the course he is proposing to take.” When Edgar Sisson had 
brought Judson the first armistice document, Judson had reported it as an 
Allied military disaster by exclaiming, “German troops of two fronts massed 
now on one front—the Western! . . . The Russians have been tricked, as I 
told Trotsky they would be.”4 

The prospects of a break at Brest-Litovsk seemed great. Ambassador 
Francis confessed to Lansing that he was willing to “swallow pride, sacri- 
fice dignity, and with discretion do all that is necessary to prevent Russia’s 
becoming an ally of Germany.” The ambassador suggested establishing rela- 
tions to influence peace terms, prevent Allied stored munitions from falling 
into German hands, and keep Russian resources unavailable to Germany.°® 
For these initiatives Francis needed Robins, who had managed to gain 
the confidence of the Bolsheviks. Robins had already found it expedient 
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to ignore State Department strictures on contacts with Trotsky, includ- 
ing a prohibition extended to the Red Cross mission. Expedience dictated 
Robins’s actions as a go-between, though they caused embarrassment to 
Washington. 

Robins had become the one and only indispensable intermediary. Without 
him, there was absolutely no American contact, official or unofficial, with 
the Bolshevik leadership. And the Bolsheviks, like it or not, controlled the 
destinies of Russia. 

Yet Trotsky followed up his propaganda coup over Judson with another 
over Robins. He stated that the chief of the American Red Cross (now 
Robins, since Thompson had left for home) had told him that “in Russia 
there had never been any such strong government as ours” and that Amer- 
ica would provide all the supplies Russia needed with the exception of 
munitions. Francis supposed Trotsky was referring to Robins, but Robins 
denied he had said this. Francis had asked Lansing, “Are Red Cross mem- 
bers wearing uniform included in your 1883, December 6, 2 p.m., which 
says, ‘The President desires American representatives withhold all direct 
communications with Bolshevik government?’ ” Lansing cabled back, “Red 
Cross members in uniform certainly included in instructions Department's 
1883, December 6. Red Cross is so advising Robins.”® So at the same time 
that Judson and Robins were being prohibited from relations with the Bol- 
shevik leadership, Francis found it both necessary and convenient to use 
Robins for embassy purposes of keeping in contact with the Bolsheviks. 


It is important to follow the meanderings of American diplomacy at this 
very critical moment when everything seemed to devolve upon a few un- 
likely persons in Petrograd who, it then appeared, might save the Eastern 
Front by talking the Bolsheviks into staying the Allied course with the 
promise of U.S. recognition and massive American aid. Short of that goal, 
Lenin might have been persuaded only to make a peace that was highly 
favorable to him because he could threaten large-scale American help and, 
therefore, be a hostile neutral on the German’s eastern flank, always a threat 
to reenter the war. That secondary goal would go a long way in blunting 
the collapse of the Eastern Front. But it required Allied, mainly American, 
cooperation. It was a very desperate game that was played out in an almost 
Byzantine fashion. 

Perhaps the Brest negotiations would now fail. Clearly the clause deal- 
ing with transfer of troops was futile. Judson was prevented from going 
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to Trotsky for clarification. Yet Robins repeatedly saw the commissar for 
foreign affairs and reported that Trotsky boastfully assured him that strate- 
gic transfers would continue to be prohibited. But Robins saw through 
this troop transfer deception. Judson then remarked on the connection of 
Robins with Trotsky: “Robins promised to look further into these matters. 
He said his position with Trotsky might grow weaker if he continued able 
only to talk, without authority to promise or deliver anything.” Robins later 
spoke with Judson. Trotsky had given assurances, he told Judson, concern- 
ing nontransfer of troops. Incredible as this seemed to Judson, the general 
remarked, “I am sure Robins is doing good work in presenting these matters 
so ably to Trotsky.” And Robins wrote, “Last night the Armistice terms to 
be translated. The end is racing in. The blow falls. The text falls short. We 
now have a difficult plan of work.” The following day he continued: “Genl. 
J. and my letter and the word of the other folks. The terms of the treaty 
of Armistice and all the plans so far made for each.” Robins’s role as an 
intermediary now increased.’ 

Francis needed support, and Robins was it. Lansing told him that recogni- 
tion was not possible but said that Robins could visit Trotsky: “Department 
desires you to continue the course you have pursued in the past and which 
it has approved. Department relies on your good judgment to persevere in 
difficult situation.”8 

To sense the pressure exerted on Robins, one has only to read his diary: 
“All morning on Smolny [Trotsky] task. Get train started at 5:10 pm —first 
drink in Russia. All clear and Trotsky is the power.” Francis had to recognize 
Robins’s importance as America’s negotiator. As Francis later recounted, “I 
sent to Col. Robins. I said to him, ‘I have this order [Department of State’s 
#1883].’ He said, ‘I have a similar order.’ I said, ‘I think it unwise for you to 
sever your relations abruptly and absolutely; that is, | mean to cease your 
visits up there. Furthermore I want to know what they are doing, and I will 
stand between you and the fire.’”® 

More than a month after Judson’s fiasco with Trotsky, even Francis him- 
self, in his role as dean of the diplomatic corps, had to visit Lenin to secure 
the release of Romanian Ambassador Count Constantine Diamandi from 
the infamous tsarist jail of the Peter and Paul fortress, regardless of State 
Department orders. The Count was being held due to the Romanian de- 
tention and possible execution of Bolshevik agitators on the southwestern 
front. The principle, Francis directly explained to Lenin, was diplomatic 
immunity. When Lenin asked to discuss the matter further, Francis flatly 
refused and left Lenin’s office in a huff. The ambassador's daring secured 
Diamandi’s release without the recriminations accompanying Judson’s con- 
versations with Trotsky. !° 
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President Wilson was aware of Robins’s role, though he disliked him. 
In a New Year’s greeting to Lansing he wrote, “I am writing to ask your 
opinion as to the most feasible and least objectionable way (if there is any) in 
which we could establish similar unofficial relations with the Bolsheviki.” 
No doubt he referred to R. H. Bruce Lockhart, unofficial British agent 
to the Bolsheviks. Disliked or not, America had its unofficial agent in the 
person of Robins.!! 

About this matter, Robins dolefully concluded sometime later: 


How shall I write of the events of the past months? So much that is tremen- 
dous and almost incomprehensible. As you know when Thompson left I was 
given command and promoted to the rank of Lieut. Colonel. Since then I have 
been the centre of the American relationship with the Bolshevik Government 
and the only man in Petrograd who was at home in both the Embassies and the 
Smolny. Military missions and all official groups have been working through 
me as the intermediary. It is most extraordinary. I sometimes rub my eyes 
to see if I am awake or dreaming. For days I was the only American of 
power—lI believe the only ally—who thought there was any salvage in the 
entire Bolshevik government. At last all have come to agree more or less with 
my point of view. It is however very late in the day.” 


The president had William Boyce Thompson’s memorandum concerning 
a deal with the Bolsheviks. Secretary of the Navy Daniels had remarked to 
Wilson that Thompson, a Wall Street tycoon, had invested a million dollars 
in propaganda to sustain Russia’s war effort and reported Wilson’s snide 
response that “spending money in R[ussia] for propaganda was like pouring 
water into a bottomless hole.” !’ Conversation in the cabinet turned to south- 
ern Russia, for Crane said that there was no “cement” left in other portions 
of the country. Daniels quoted Wilson: “We are left with E [England] and 
F [France] giving all aid possible to those in ‘Little Russia’ where there is 
a fight against Germany and Anarchy. Summers, consul at Moscow, says 
the only hope is in the men fighting in So. Russia. Baker said War College 
proposed, not recognition of the Bolsheviki, but acceptance as the best way 
to keep Russia from coming under the dominion of Germany.” 4 

What to do about the military stores at Vladivostok and exertion of con- 
trol over the Trans-Siberian railway? Those 648,000 tons of stores included 
136,000 tons of railway material, 60,000 tons of nitrate of soda, 15,000 of 
explosives, 58,000 barbed wire, 70,000 shells, 43,000 phosphate, 27,000 
metals, 78,000 of tea, rice, cotton, rubber. !> The British fear was that Bol- 
shevik troops in Vladivostok would seize the stores, send them to Petrograd, 
and sell them to the Germans. 

In order to land a force sufficient to safeguard the military stores, the 
British could supply two companies from Hong Kong, but most of it would 
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have to be J apanese troops. An American contingent would be necessary to 
prevent the Bolsheviks from claiming that it was an attempt by the Japanese 
to occupy Russian territory. When Lord Cecil brought this matter to the 
attention of the Japanese ambassador, the latter reacted unfavorably. Cecil 
thought the amount and value of the stores made it necessary to run any 
risk. At the first War Cabinet meeting of 1918, it was believed that these 
stores would “very probably fall into the hands of the enemy and be used 
against us.” In December a cable had been sent to Washington, but the 
United States refused to take action. General Sir William Robertson, Chief 
of the Imperial General Staff, voiced his support for sending a force, en- 
tirely Japanese if need be. The War Cabinet decided on sending the cruiser 
Suffolk, arranging for the troops in Hong Kong to go, informing Japan that 
a joint action was being proposed, and telling House to inform Wilson of 
the dangers and the necessity for cooperation. !° 

Lansing spoke to the Japanese ambassador in Washington about a “pos- 
sible necessity of protecting Siberia from German domination.” The Ameri- 
can consul in Vladivostok, John K. Caldwell, had sent information that the 
“Red Guard has been formed and armed for looting and rioting.” The local 
Japanese consul, he reported, was asking for naval support. Importantly, 
Caldwell noted that German prisoners of war “may even attempt to seize 
munitions of war here for shipment to Germany.” Lansing gave the Caldwell 
cable to Daniels and asked that the Brooklyn under Admiral Knight go to 
Vladivostok, that it should arrive unannounced and should avoid landing 
marines unless to save American lives. !” 

The British Foreign Office urged on the Americans the necessity of hold- 
ing Vladivostok. “If we can get them to Vladivostok we may then be able 
to continue a move along the Siberian Railway.” Cecil complained that an 
Allied landing was essential, not just Japanese or Japanese-and-British, 
because the Russians would then conclude that Japan was finally realizing 
its goals and the British government its desired control of the Siberian 
railway.'® These plans and counterplans for Vladivostok marked the first 
extensive discussions of a direct intervention in Russia. They came, along 
with everything else, on the eve of Wilson’s Fourteen Points speech de- 
signed to answer Trotsky’s challenge for Allied war aims by appealing over 
the Bolshevik’s heads and directly to the Russian people. 

In pursuit of'a clear enunciation of Allied war aims, Colonel House arrived 
in Washington and went into conference with the president “concerning 
the proposed message to Congress on our war aims which I have urged 
ever since my return, and upon which I advised by cable from Paris that 
nothing be said by the President until after he had seen me.”!? House and 
Wilson were aware of Trotsky’s challenge. Then followed the Fourteen 
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Points speech. It revealed House’s influence for moderation as opposed to 
Lansing’s hard line. House and Wilson had worked on it the evening of 
January 6, and the following day House called it “remarkable.” What the 
colonel meant was that they were busy “remaking the map of the world.” 
They had first elaborated the points in the placard style recommended by 
Sisson and Creel, putting general terms at the beginning and following with 
territorial adjustments, with the exception of the “peace association,” which 
would be last, as the president wanted to mention certain things with it and 
“it would round out the message properly.””° 

President Wilson’s Fourteen Points were enunciated in an address to a 
joint session of the Congress on January 8, 1918. They came to be regarded 
as the distilled expression of Allied war aims. They were certainly an answer 
to Trotsky’s demand that the Allies tell the world that their war aims were 
something different than the greed expressed in the secret treaties he had 
published from the tsarist archive he had just ransacked. Wilson introduced 
the Fourteen Points with a renunciation of any material gain for America. 
The gain would be a world made safe for the peaceful and free development 
of nations. The placarded points, that is, open covenants openly arrived at — 
freedom of the seas, free trade, and so forth —all rested on four overarching 
Wilsonian principles: peace without victory, the triumph of democracy, the 
rights of self-determination with territorial integrity, and an international 
peacekeeping institution. 

Within this general context, the president developed his ideas for Russia. 
Surveying the speech’s position on Russia, House had urged the president 
to be at his best here, and then submitted to the president phrasing of his 
own that Bakhmetev had approved. It suggested that there was no Allied 
resentment because the job now was to segregate Russia as far as possible 
from Germany. And a promise of more substantial help could do this, in 
House’s opinion. “There was no argument about this because our minds 
ran parallel, and what he wrote about Russia is I think, in some respects, 
the most eloquent part of his message.”7! 

House’s account of the Russian part of the speech does not mention the 
memorandum prepared by The Inquiry, the colonel’s think tank. That mem- 
orandum squeezed Russia into a Part VI and gave an analysis of the signif- 
icance of the Russian moderates and an argument about Orthodox Russia 
as antagonistic to Protestant Germany. It advocated a diplomatic offensive 
that would state war aims as a means to intensifying propaganda.” 

The actual address opened with an analysis of problems raised by the 
parleys at Brest-Litovsk, especially that of answering Trotsky’s challenge 
for the Allies to make explicit their war aims. This consumed half the ad- 
dress, not counting Point VI dealing specifically with Russia. Wilson told 
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Congress that Russian representatives at Brest (he avoided the term Bolshe- 
vik) “presented not only a perfectly definite statement of the principles upon 
which they would be willing to conclude peace, but also an equally definite 
program of the concrete application of those principles.” He castigated the 
Central Powers for proposing no concessions either to Russian sovereignty 
or its minorities. In this he meant that Germany and its allies planned to hold 
everything they had occupied. “The Russian representatives were sincere 
and earnest. They cannot entertain such proposals of conquest and domi- 
nation.” In using Russia as a foil to Germany, Wilson could not find enough 
nice things to say about these “Russian representatives,” otherwise he would 
choke on the “B”— Bolshevik —word. “The Russian representatives have 
insisted, very justly, very wisely, and in the true spirit of modern democracy, 
that the conferences they have been holding with the Teutonic and Turkish 
statesmen should be held within open, not closed doors, and all the world 
has been audience, as was desired.”™ There was a need for definitions, and 
the Russian voice “more thrilling and more compelling” called out, though 
Russia was prostrate and helpless. It would not be subservient, or yield in 
its principles. In fact, Wilson said, “Their conception of what is right, of 
what is humane and honorable for them to accept, has been stated with a 
frankness, a largeness of view, a generosity of spirit, and a universal human 
sympathy which must challenge the admiration of every friend of mankind; 
and they have refused to compound their ideals or desert others that they 
themselves may be safe.” The president indulged in wishful thinking about 
the Bolsheviks. He hoped to help the people of Russia attain liberty and 
peace. When they called on others to be candid about war aims, it was his 
desire to respond with “utter simplicity and frankness.” 

In Point VI the president argued for evacuation of Russian territory 
and settlement of questions affecting Russia that would give “unhampered 
and unembarrassed opportunity for the independent determination of her 
own political development and national policy and assure her of a sin- 
cere welcome into the society of free nations under institutions of her own 
choosing; and, more than a welcome, assistance of every kind that she may 
need and may herself desire.”*° This treatment, he insisted, would be the 
“acid test” of goodwill, unselfishness, and understanding. Russian policy, his 
test, was restoration and settlement of borders, internal and external self- 
determination, accessibility to the world, and assistance to meet Russia’s 
needs. 

The speech concerned what happened to a country, here Russia, when 
Germany had it by the throat, and what the course of rectifications would 
be if justice were to prevail at a future peace table when the Allies had 
the upper hand. The president listed wrongs by the Central Powers led by 
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German militarism and autocracy. Russia could, he was implying, expect to 
have its throat slit if it did not stay the course of the war. What happened to 
Russia would happen to other countries seeking to negotiate with Germany 
and its allies from a position of weakness. 

The speech’s reception was interesting. Lenin told Sisson, “it is a great 
step ahead toward the peace of the world.” Sisson commented that Lenin 
was “as joyous as a boy over the President’s humanly understanding words 
to Russia, and his recognition of the honesty of Bolshevik purpose.” Yet 
Lenin found fault: “This is all very well as far as it goes, but why not formal 
recognition, and when?” Wilson caught Lenin’s attention, but it was too 
much to hope that by such statements Russia might reenter the war and 
rectify Allied policy failures during the time of the Provisional Government. 

This reaction was not so much hostile as querulous, as Lenin was grasping 
at any straw to avert an imposed and humiliating peace. He was satisfied, 
or he would not have sent Wilson’s speech to Trotsky at Brest. He allowed 
Sisson to print it in handbills, posters, and pamphlets. “The appearance in 
the [zvesttia alone,” wrote Sisson, “guarantees that every Russian soldier 
will get the message, for the /zvevtia is read aloud to soldiers who do not 
read.” Sisson triumphantly cabled Creel: “President’s speech placarded on 
walls of Petrograd this morning. One hundred thousand copies will have 
this display within three days. Three hundred thousand handbills will be 
distributed here within five days. Proportionate display Moscow by end 
of week. . . . /zvestita, official Government newspaper, with nearly a million 
circulation through Russia, printed speech in full Saturday morning with 
comment, welcoming it as sincere and helpful.” Creel told this to Wilson, 
adding: “He reports utmost harmony and is not concerning himself with 
anything but the presentation of America’s aims and objects.” Later Sisson 
noted that “none of my distrust of Lenin was lessened. . . . On Robins the 
effect was different. Some fire in him was lighted.” Both purportedly saw 
Lenin for the first time. If so, the whole episode received scant attention 
from Robins: “Smolny and Lenin and the word goes to Brest. Again we 
see the great idea.” Robins, like Sisson, believed Wilson and the power of 
his winged words to transform Russia into a fighting machine despite the 
Bolsheviks. Of course, that is what Wilson and House intended. Lansing 
cabled Francis concerning the Fourteen Points: “Have it conveyed unoffi- 
cially to Trotsky.” Francis replied: “Robins reports had an interview with 
Lenin who has wired President’s message textually to Trotsky at Brest. 
Lenin said that he approved of message and thought it potential agency in 
promoting peace.” Francis was jubilant: “Think effect great, far reaching.” 
Judson wrote that Wilson got a “most responsive and appreciative comment 
in the Soviet press, with the exception of Pravda.” 27 
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From this moment a rift opened between Robins and Sisson. Robins 
believed that a deal could still be struck with Lenin, and Sisson felt that 
propaganda could separate the Russian people from the Bolsheviks.”8 

In the United States the speech was inspiring. Senator Robert L. Owen of 
Oklahoma called it a “magnificent statement” of war aims. Thompson told 
Polk that the “President’s message accomplished nine-tenths of what he had 
in mind, and was very anxious there should bea change in the Ambassador.” 
Charles Crane said he was “entirely content” with the message. William 
Wilder of New York thought it a “master stroke” and that it would “strike 
through and past the Bolsheviki phase of the Russian Revolution.” Wilder 
came closer to what both Wilson and House had in mind. General John J. 
Pershing, head of the American Expeditionary Force in France, reported 
that “In Russia Maximalist press published full text of President’s speech 
calling his conditions a great victory in the struggle for democratic peace.” 
Charles W. Eliot, retired president of Harvard, wrote, “the most striking 
thing in your address to Congress on January 8 was what you said in the 
two paragraphs about Russia. So far as I can judge from what I have heard 
and read during the last two months, your wisdom on this subject is a very 
rare wisdom.” For Eliot, acid testing may have been akin to the golden 
rule. Wilson answered Eliot: “You may be sure that I wrote the passages 
about Russia in my recent address to Congress from the heart. I wish most 
earnestly that it were possible to find some way to help, but as soon as we 
have thought out a working plan there is a new dissolution of the few crystals 
that had formed there.” William Allen White, well-known journalist, was 
quoted as saying, “the best thing in your peace terms is your consideration 
of Russia and the Russian views and rights in the matter.””° 

Samuel Gompers of the A. F. of L. suggested that Wilson send a greeting to 
the Constituent Assembly. He was unaware that it would meet only fora day, 
January 18, 1918, before being forcibly dispersed. Wilson responded, “T like 
your suggestion about a message to the Russian Constituent Assembly, but 
apparently the reckless Bolsheviki have already broken it up because they 
did not control it. It is distressing to see things so repeatedly go to pieces.” 

Grant Smith, American chargé in Copenhagen, proposed that one of the 
Allies, perhaps the United States, should recognize the Bolsheviks in order 
to understand and influence them. This would be to the advantage of the 
others, who would get the necessary information while remaining aloof. 
Wilson wrote Lansing, “Here is the ever-recurring question. How shall we 
deal with the Bolsheviki? The particular suggestion seems to me to have 
something in it worth considering, and I am writing to ask what your own 
view is.”*! Lansing did not reply, indicating that he remained unconvinced, 
unsympathetic, and anti-Bolshevik. 
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Wilson explained to Sir William Wiseman that his statement of war aims 
“was largely due, he believed, to the outrageous conduct of the Bolsheviks in 
publishing the secret treaties, and the consequent fear of the people that they 
were being exploited for some imperial or capitalist purpose.” Comments 
that had been made before and during the war by the powers were closely 
guarded secrets. This feeling of frustration carried over in Wilson’s comment 
to Senator Robert L. Owen of Oklahoma. Wilson wrote Lansing to consider 
Owen's ideas, as he was “very earnest about the enclosed suggestions and I 
have promised him that I would discuss them with you.”** What Owen had 
in mind was along Smith’s lines, some sort of quasi or de facto recognition. 
This would allow for influence to be exerted over the Bolsheviks from the 
inside in order to counter German intrigue. The United States could send 
supplies and swell the number of consular officers for a greater grass-roots 
contact with various Russian centers. Inside influence was what Robins 
and Judson were pushing for and what Wilson would, with pressure from 
Lansing and the State Department, consistently reject. 

Senator Owen recommended reviving the Stevens Railway Commission, 
especially improving the Siberian railroad, courier services, and communi- 
cations in general.* Basil Miles wrote a memorandum on Owen's sugges- 
tions for Lansing. He thought de facto recognition was impossible because 
of the extreme views of the Soviet government as well as its repudiation 
of all foreign obligations. Miles did think Owen was correct in suggesting 
that America needed a way to deal unofficially with all parties in Russia. 
He considered sending more supplies for Red Cross distribution and the 
expansion of consular and courier service. He was not sanguine about the 
situation in the south or the prospect of an early reconstruction.™ In other 
words, Miles, the State Department’s resident Russian expert, was not op- 
timistic about either of Wilson’s Russian initiatives taken since November 
7, 1917—possible laundered money to General Kaledin and Ambassador 
Bakhmetev or the “acid testing” of goodwill to Russia enunciated in Point 
VI—but he left the door open for Robins short of any form of recognition. 

The New York financier Thomas W. Lamont begged the president to 
give Thompson an audience. Thompson only got as far as Frank Polk, who 
wrote, “Discussed Russia and urged that something be done to bring this 
country nearer to Russia.” Thompson wrote Wilson, “I am in Washington 
for a few days and am still so vitally interested in the whole Russian situation 
that it would please me very much if you felt that you could give me a little 
time to talk with you direct in regard to it.” Wilson had a bad cold, but 
hoped to see him subsequently when “things become a little more clear 
from the governmental point of view in the Russian situation.” For a man 
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who had spent a million dollars of his own backing Russian liberal causes 
that Wilson himself dallied about belatedly supporting through Creel and 
Sisson, Thompson got short shrift. It is true that Wilson had been pulled 
an inch in Thompson’s direction by the balm of House’s advice, but the 
president was still not prepared for any versions of recognition. 

Not much came from point VI of the speech in terms of America’s Russian 
policy, probably because of Wilson’s growing discontent regarding Lenin 
and those who believed they could deal with him. The president wrote 
Baker, “We are having hard luck with our military attaches at Petrograd, 
are we not. I should think that being sent to Petrograd would drive most 
men to drink, but anyone who is so driven is the very man who cannot be 
trusted to do the real job there, am I not right?” In the same vein he replied 
to Lamont, “Some day I hope I shall be able to have a deliberate talk with 
him [Thompson], but just at present the changes taking place in Russia are 
so kaleidoscopic that I feel that information and advice are futile until there 
is something definite to plan with as well as for.” He meant by this, of course, 
an alternative to Bolshevism. To be viable, that alternative had also to block 
Japanese ambitions while preserving a shred of principled legitimacy for a 
future peace conference. There is no evidence that Lenin ever took seriously 
the Fourteen Points as an expression of American good faith, or that acid 
testing changed anything in his or Trotsky’s view of Wilson’s motives.*© 

Wilson made two more statements at this time. House suggested the first. 
It was made February 11, 1918, to Congress. In it, the president denounced 
the unfortunate bilateral nature of the negotiations and the fate awaiting 
Baltic nationalities. In the second, he dispatched a message to the Congress 
of Soviets, then considering ratification of the Brest treaty. The president 
indicated that America was unable to render “direct and effective aid” at that 
very moment. Nevertheless, he assured the Soviet Congress that America 
would eventually aid Russia in securing its “complete sovereignty and inde- 
pendence.” The Fourth All-Russian Soviet Congress, meeting in Moscow 
on March 14, received Wilson’s message with great applause and responded 
with a message of its own. It expressed its appreciation to the American 
people for Wilson’s message, but it then used the occasion to state its con- 
viction that soon the laboring masses would overthrow the capitalist yoke. 
Despite the applause, Wilson received a resounding slap in the face from 
the delegates for his supposedly lukewarm support of Russian sovereignty 
and territorial integrity. In fact, Francis later wrote that when Gregorii 
Zinoviev, Lenin’s trusted lieutenant, returned to Petrograd and made a 
speech, he said that “We slapped the President of the United States in the 
face.”5” Not only had Wilson’s propaganda efforts of the Fourteen Points, 
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his address to the U.S. Congress, and his message to the Soviet Congress so 
far failed with Russia, but he had been sharply rebuked. However, Wilson 
could be content that he had laid the basis for a future peace conference. 


Ds 


About this time the German army opened its feared spring offensive in 
the West, on March 21, almost a week after the Soviet government ratified 
the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk. Two options seemingly remained for Wilson’s 
Russian policy. The first was to deal with Lenin in the hopes of a very 
belated Judson-Robinsesque holding action to restrict Germany’s activity 
in Russia; the second was some form of intervention ranging from various 
covert activities to a full-scale landing of Allied forces to rally non-Bolshevik 
Russia while protecting Allied interests. Far Eastern intervention required 
Japanese support. The first option played out in a dazzling way. 

Back when Germany had renewed its military advance against Russia on 
February 18 due to the rejection of Trotsky’s “no peace, no war” initiative 
that ended the first Brest armistice, the American embassy was in immediate 
danger. Various Allied ambassadors, five in all, decided on February 21 to 
depart from Petrograd. Francis wanted to keep the flag flying and remain 
in Russia by retreating to Vologda at the junction of the Trans-Siberian and 
Moscow-Archangel railways. It was Robins who arranged with Lenin for 
the exit of Francis with his staff and files on two railway cars. Francis and 
his group departed for Vologda on February 27 and arrived on the twenty- 
eighth. Robins accompanied him. However, Robins returned when he heard 
the news from Smolny that negotiations supposedly had been broken off. 
That message had been signed by Lenin and addressed to Francis, dated 
March 2. When word reached Vologda that the peace actually had been 
signed, Robins was eager to be in Petrograd.* 

Raymond Robins, in an effort to prevent the Bolsheviks from making 
peace with Germany, arrived in Petrograd on March 5 and went straight 
to Trotsky. “Do you want,” Robins asked, “to prevent the Brest peace from 
being ratified?” Trotsky replied, “Lenin realizes that the threat of the Ger- 
man advance is so great that if he can get economic cooperation and military 
support from the Allies he will refuse the Brest Peace, retire, if necessary, 
from both Petrograd and Moscow to Ekaterinberg, reestablish the front 
in the Urals, and fight with allied support against the Germans.” Robins 
asked for that in writing and arranged to see Lenin. Alexander Gumberg 
acted as his translator and stenographer. The resulting document was based 
on extreme contingencies: /f the peace were broken, ¢/ the offensive were 
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renewed, would help be forthcoming, and, /f Japan occupied Vladivostok 
and took the Trans-Siberian railway, to what extent could the United States 
assure British aid through Murmansk and Archangel? Through Colonel 
James A. Ruggles, American military attaché, Robins tried to send the doc- 
ument to Francis, but Ruggles unaccountably delayed its sending for about 
two weeks. At the same time, R. H. Bruce Lockhart had seen Trotsky that 
same morning, March 5. Trotsky also told him of his fear of Japanese inter- 
vention. Lockhart counseled against the British encouraging the Japanese 
to intervene and pleaded for authority to “inform Lenin that the question of 
Japanese intervention has been shelved.” If various kinds of support were 
offered, it was just possible that the Bolsheviks would abort Brest and stay 
in the war. Francis did send two cables on March 9 opposing a Japanese 
intervention. 

Meanwhile, Robins pleaded with Lenin for more time to get a reply from 
Washington, a reply that would offer to trade aid and recognition for Rus- 
sia’s continuing the war. Lenin’s postponement of the Soviet Congress for 
two days led Robins to assume that it was for his benefit. On March 8, 1918, 
Robins went to Vologda to get Francis’s support. Francis then delayed send- 
ing Lenin’s statement —the March 5 document of extreme contingencies — 
to Washington and merely emphasized the Bolshevik fear of a Japanese 
advance into Siberia. Due to a coding problem, according to Robins and 
Gumberg, the statement originally given to Ruggles for transmission came 
back to Petrograd on the sixth and then was given by hand to Francis on the 
eighth in Vologda. Ruggles sat on his version of it, and Francis never sent 
the whole of it to the State Department. Thus only Wilson’s formal message 
to the Soviet arrived in response, but there was never any acknowledgement 
of the extreme contingencies document. *° 

Robins left two accounts of this failed initiative. One was from his pocket 
diary and the other was his testimony before a congressional committee 
in March of 1919. In his entry he exclaimed, “What an hour this is.” He 
went on to explain: “See Lenin and put the issue of the non-intervention of 
J[apan] and American attitude. He is not convinced. Meeting of Congress 
of the Soviets. Power everywhere. 8’45 the meeting opens (called for 6). 
Sverdlov in the chair—Steinberg of Justice against peace then Kamkov 
against peace then Zinovieff for and then Lenin for in a complete mastery 
of the crowd.” Robins continued by giving the flavor of that historic meeting: 
“We find the chandeliers. Galleries and stage. Presidium and the Czars of 
old. Lenin and the crowds peasants soldiers workingmen and sailors. The 
two boy butcher lads and their idea of freedom.” And along the side of the 
same page, Robins scribbled: “Lenin easy, but a clear, good voice perfect 
pose.”4! Naturally, Trotsky was absent as his policy of “no peace, no war” 
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at Brest had failed with the renewed German military march on Petrograd 
back in February. The next day, Robins noted the “heat of the last days” and 
informed Francis by direct wire. “The voting goes on,” he wrote, “desultory 
work.” A few lines later, in his wretched scrawl, he mentioned, “Treaty 
being translated. Great stuff for propaganda.” And a few more lines down, 
he finished, “The day of the ratification of the peace. What an hour it is in 
the world.” Upon reflection the following day, Sunday, March 17, he noted, 
“Reaction is rife.” And at the bottom of the page, he wrote about a curious 
contrast: “What an hour this is. Strange and beautiful purposes and powers 
of life. Exemption from the costs of an earlier purpose and power.” *” 

These impressions make an interesting contrast to Robins’s recollection 
a year later. He reported that Lenin had motioned him over and asked 
him if he had heard anything from the American government. Robins had 
replied that he had heard nothing. According to his testimony, Lenin said, 
“I am now going to the platform and the peace will be ratified.” Robins 
then told the committee about Lenin’s speech on the “shameful peace” and 
“protection of the revolution.” Robins concluded that ratification was ap- 
proved by an overwhelming vote. These words suggested that “had Robins 
been able to tell Lenin, at that moment, that his government had responded 
favorably to Trotsky’s questions, the treaty might never have been ratified.” 
Strange that Robins made no reference to Lenin’s gesture in his diary. 
After all, according to Robins’s later testimony, the Eastern Front might 
have been saved. 

The issue was thus settled. Lansing sent Francis the following message: 
“Your 7, March 12, 5 p.m. Department considers President’s message to 
Russian people and address to Congress adequate answer.” The secretary 
was referring to a cable by Francis confirming that Consul General Sum- 
mers had Wilson’s most recent message to the Fourth Congress and would 
send it, though it was delivered by Robins, as well as a condensation of 
the Trotsky-Lenin questions taken down by Gumberg on March 5: what 
kind of support, what way rendered, especially from the United States, 
and what practical steps the Allies, and particularly America, would take 
to prevent a Japanese invasion and assure uninterrupted transport along 
the Trans-Siberian railway. In the document Lenin was also interested in 
knowing what support the British would render through Murmansk and 
Archangel. Naturally, the document concluded, the policies of the Soviet 
government would remain socialist. Francis noted that he had received this 
document at midnight on the eighth and sent it at 2 P.M. on the ninth, as 
paraphrased by himself. It was received in Washington on March 15 at 
5:33 P.M., which was by then too late as Brest was just in the process of 
being ratified. Lenin was getting ready to mount the platform and give his 
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speech recommending ratification. As to Ruggles’s bungling or inaction, 
Francis telegraphed Robins on March 11: “Ruggles returned after satis- 
factory interview with Trotsky and chief of staff but no definite program 
adopted. Ruggles talked to him on same lines as you in accordance with my 
instructions consequently interview had good effect.” Ruggles, for whatever 
reasons, delayed transmission of the original message, which did not arrive 
until the twenty-second, or perhaps the twentieth. It seems that Robins only 
found out about this delay in the sending of the apparent Bolshevik offer 
to resume the war, sometime on March 19 at the earliest.“ 

In all this frenetic activity, what drew Lenin’s eye, and Robins’s as well, 
was what America was prepared to do about the rumored Japanese occu- 
pation. The question of making peace at Brest-Litovsk surely had already 
been resolved, no matter how much Trotsky pouted about the Brest peace 
because his “no peace, no war” formula had failed, while absenting himself 
from the Fourth Congress. It may even have been that Trotsky played his 
own double game with Lenin and used Robins for political advantage on 
the all-important Brest gambit. If Robins had succeeded with Washington, 
then Trotsky’s “no peace, no war” formula might also have succeeded. The 
Brest Treaty might not have been signed. 


3. 


The second option, the matter of intervention, in this particular case 
Japanese intervention to protect Allied stores at Vladivostok or to secure 
the Trans-Siberian railway, became an intense concern in the aftermath 
of the Fourteen Points. When Polk asked the Chinese ambassador if he 
thought that the Japanese wanted to land in Siberia, the ambassador told 
Polk that they would be glad to have the opportunity. Polk spoke to Boris 
Bakhmetey, still recognized as Russia’s ambassador to the United States. 
He believed the Japanese were eager to land at Vladivostok and would use 
any excuse. Bakhmetev feared that they would never leave. The ambassador 
was disturbed about the Japanese. The cagey diplomat told State Depart- 
ment counselor Breckinridge Long that the Japanese were already making 
preparations for occupying Vladivostok and Khabarovsk. He insisted that 
decisions made and actions taken be Allied and not Japanese alone. That 
would checkmate Japan’s activities. 

Some American officials were eager to bring participation to the Far 
East. For instance, even DeWitt Clinton Poole’s recommendation that the 
administration help forces in southern Russia included a Siberian connec- 
tion of support from Vladivostok to Omsk or Samara. Informal agents to 
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be dispatched to Omsk, Irkutsk, and other Siberian centers would be in 
contact with the movement for the formation of a Siberian government. 
A friend of House, Richard Washburn Child, suggested that since Japan 
could not possibly be stopped in the Far East, it was better that an ally, 
rather than the Germans, dominate Siberia.“ 

There was persistent British pressure for participation in a landing at 
Vladivostok to protect Allied stores and to secure the eastern sections of 
the Trans-Siberian railway. The British recognized the necessity of trying to 
limit the Japanese, but were prepared, if necessary, to allow the Japanese 
to act alone, for the Allies and Britain would be willing to risk the con- 
sequences. Foreign Secretary Arthur James Balfour wrote Lord Alfred 
Milner, British minister for war, that if Allied action were required, the 
Japanese would be the proper ones to carry it out. Lansing and Wilson 
realized that Japan had strong territorial ambitions in the area and that 
made the State Department pessimistic on this subject. Without Wash- 
ington’s consent, Britain or France could not invite Japan. Yet Balfour 
remarked that an overwhelming necessity would modify this attitude.‘ 
Locker-Lampson’s suggestion of early January could now bear fruit. 

A War Cabinet meeting held at the end of January considered possi- 
ble Japanese intervention in Siberia. Japan might occupy eastern Siberia, 
the War Cabinet admitted, but it might then refuse to undertake Britain’s 
main object of communications with southern Russia through control of 
the entire Siberian railway from Vladivostok to the Cossack country. Am- 
bassador Page told Balfour that the American government hoped that the 
Japanese would not take possession of Vladivostok, much less the whole 
Trans-Siberian railway. Nevertheless, the War Cabinet felt “recent events 
in Petrograd and the bad behavior of the Bolsheviks might go far to cause 
the American Government to change its view.”“8 The British realized that 
the introduction of the Japanese would, along with all the other dangers, 
probably involve a war with the Bolsheviks, and that risk would have to 
be faced. It might be acceptable because the Bolsheviks were a growing 
world menace. The British could count on French backing. The Japanese 
government would only act on its own initiative regarding the occupation of 
Vladivostok, not beyond, unless it clearly understood what was expected. 
The War Cabinet decided to go for a plan of opening communications be- 
tween the southeast and Vladivostok by the Trans-Siberian railway. The 
Japanese role in this enterprise was to take control of the railway from 
Vladivostok on the Pacific Ocean to Cheliabinsk in the Ural Mountains. 
Washington and Paris would be urged to support such a plan. The British 
rationale remained to prevent Germany from controlling Russia by using 
local forces, which had sprung up in the south and southeast, especially the 
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Cossacks north of the Caucasus and the Armenians south of them. The areas 
to be controlled were the richest in grain-growing and contained almost all 
the coal and iron. It was hoped that the Armenians could block the Tura- 
nian movement. The difficulty lay in how to reach these local movements. 
Since the Baltic and Black Seas and Persia were no longer effective routes, 
there remained only the Siberian railway. “Our General Staff are strongly 
of opinion that this line ought to be used, and that it could be used if the 
Japanese will give us their assistance.”“° 

Balfour assumed that participation was possible and argued that it would 
be more acceptable to the Russians, that is, the non-Bolshevik forces in 
the south, if the Allies did it rather than the Germans. German occupation 
would neutralize the Allied blockade and be a peril. The cable sent to British 
embassies in Paris, Rome, and Washington concluded, “We think that the 
scheme outlined above is the only way of averting these consequences and 
provides the only machinery by which such militant forces as South-East 
Russia still possesses may be effectively aided in their struggle against Ger- 
man influences on the West and Turkish attacks on the South.” Wiseman, as 
usual, paraphrased it and gave it to House for forwarding to Wilson.°° Thus 
it was that the president got the first direct British pressure for American 
participation in intervention. 

Wilson was meanwhile reacting to the nagging problem of Vladivostok. 
Sensitivity to Japanese involvement was great. Daniels and Polk discussed 
the presence of two Japanese ships at Vladivostok and the question of 
Russian resentment. Admiral Austin M. Knight, Commander in Chief of 
the U.S. Asiatic Fleet, and Ambassador Roland S. Morris in Tokyo cabled 
on the advisability of sending Knight’s flagship, the USS Brooklyn, and sug- 
gesting the removal of one Japanese ship. This action was recommended 
by Secretary of the Navy Daniels and sent for Wilson’s permission. Wilson 
wrote Polk, “This cable to Morris has my approval.” Polk’s note to Wilson 
showed the gravity of the matter presented by the two Japanese ships at 
Vladivostok, as did Morris's cable. Disorder elsewhere might be repeated in 
Vladivostok. The Japanese had no objection to the presence of the Brooklyn 
at Vladivostok, but as Morris indicated, “If. . . conditions should hereafter 
require occupation of Vladivostok and the lines of the Chinese Eastern 
and Amur railways, Japan asks that this task be left to her alone and has 
definitely requested the British Government to agree to this as evidence of 
confidence of the Allies in her good faith, and is greatly pleased at reported 
refusal of our Government to a suggested plan [of] joint occupation if con- 
ditions should require more drastic action.” Morris recommended keeping 
the Brooklyn in readiness to counter threatening conditions if they should 
occur in Vladivostok. Daniels gave the flavor of the tense discussions with 
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Wilson and Polk: “Is Japan trying to get a foothold in Russia? Shall we 
send a ship to V [Vladivostok] or trust Japan alone? Delicate question. No 
solution reached.”®! 

Lansing responded to a French plan for sending a force to Harbin and 
Irkutsk. “It is believed that it would be likely to offend those Russians who 
are now in sympathy with the aims and desires which the United States and 
its cobelligerents have at heart in making war and might result in uniting 
all factions in Siberia against them.” Polk reminded Morris of this and 
sent a copy of that cable to Wilson. The idea was that Japan and England 
would each maintain a ship at Vladivostok, the Japanese withdrawing all 
but one to “keep Russia from feeling allies were disposed to make invasion.” 
Morris's cable indicating large-scale actions, which the Japanese seemed 
to be contemplating, received strong rebuke from Wilson. If such an action 
indicated coming events, it made an uncomfortable impression on him: “It 
seems to me clear,” Wilson wrote, “that we should show very clearly in our 
reply that we should look upon military action in that quarter with distinct 
disapproval.” *? 

Polk’s cable to Morris temporarily ending the matter reminded him of 
America’s rejection of the French plan and the idea that any occupation 
of Russian territory would be construed as hostile and likely to unite all 
factions against it. Morris was directed to tell the Japanese foreign minister 
that the “presence of more than one Japanese war vessel at Vladivostok at 
present is likely to be misconstrued and create a feeling of mistrust as to the 
purposes of the Allied Governments.”*’ When Polk sent Wilson the views 
of the Japanese minister which suggested that Japan should do everything 
in terms of an intervention, the president wrote back, “I dare say that for 
the present we may let this matter stand as it does; but I hope that we shall 
soon have new material for judgment in the shape of further information 
from our Ambassador at Tokyo. I do not think that it will be safe or wise to 
leave the Japanese government in any doubt as to the impression such an 
attitude on their part makes on us.”*4 Gunboat diplomacy at Vladivostok 
was restrained by Wilson for the time being. 

At the beginning of February Wiseman had reported to Sir Eric Drum- 
mond, Lloyd George's personal secretary, that Wilson feared an interven- 
tion in Siberia because it might be used as propaganda by the Germans 
to consolidate Russia against the Allies. House had told Wiseman that 
the president doubted that any military advantage that might be gained 
was worth the political risk. Wiseman suggested that Wilson cable Gen- 
eral Tasker Bliss, America’s representative on the Supreme War Council in 
Paris, for his opinion. Wiseman warned Drummond that unless Bliss was 
strongly for intervention by the Japanese the whole plan would fail. He 
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quoted House: “I have asked the President to reconsider the matter most 
carefully.” Lansing cabled Bliss for his opinion on the military advantages 
of the scheme: “British Government are strongly urging that Japan should 
be asked by the Allies to occupy Transiberian Railway in their behalf. From 
the political point of view I think this would be dangerous and would be 
used by the Germans to consolidate Russian opinion against the allies.” 

Pressure continued. Balfour cabled Wiseman to thank Colonel House for 
underlining the necessity for caution and emphasizing the progress of the 
Seménov expedition. Gregorii Seménov, a twenty-seven-year-old Trans- 
Baikal Cossack, was leading a force of 750 men in the northern part of the 
Chinese-Eastern railway zone. The Japanese would not be invited to oc- 
cupy the Trans-Siberian railway until it was known how this Cossack fared. 
House wrote Wilson that he had never changed his opinion that it would 
be a great political mistake to send Japanese troops into Siberia. He saw 
no military advantage that would offset the harm. That harm, discounting 
Bolshevik ill will, was the race issue. Wiseman interviewed Wilson, who ex- 
plained his concerns. Wilson noted that Ambassador Kikujiro Ishii thought 
the Japanese would not agree to the method or scale of the intervention. 
The risks would not outweigh any military advantages since anti-Allied 
and even pro-German sentiment might be created. The president promised 
Wiseman he would keep an open mind on the subject as he was “anxious 
to cooperate in any scheme for improving the conditions in Russia.”* 

Wiseman repeated to Balfour that the president could be persuaded 
to agree if Bliss conceded that intervention was practicable, and if the 
Japanese were approached confidentially. The president was anxious not to 
appear to be obstructing any plans. Wiseman asked Polk how he felt about 
the scheme. Polk replied that it was a mistake to ask the Japanese to land at 
Vladivostok. Balfour confided to Wiseman that the Japanese already had 
agents in Siberia reporting on the situation. The Japanese would take all 
necessary measures to secure Allied stores, including independent action. 
For Balfour that meant that his “mandatory” proposal, that is, Japan acting 
as the sole intervenor in behalf of the other Allies, deserved careful exami- 
nation. France approved. Since this policy could create a reaction in Russia 
and objections from America, the French asked that it be accompanied with 
a clear declaration and guarantees to meet these difficulties. °” 

Lansing turned to colleagues in the State Department for opinions on 
Japanese military operations in Siberia. Asa result, Breckinridge Long and 
E. T. Williams prepared a memorandum for the president. Wilson already 
emphasized that there was “nothing wise or practicable in this scheme” and 
that the United States “ought very respectfully to decline to take part in its 
execution.”®8 In their memorandum, Long and Williams argued that things 
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in Russia might change for the better without foreign intervention, and that, 
if intervention were undertaken, it ought to be by international coopera- 
tion and not any one power acting as the mandatory of the others. It was 
also noted that Japan had asked for a free hand in occupying the Chinese 
Eastern and Amur railways, that both Britain and France had acceded to 
this request, and that Britain asked the United States to permit Japan to 
occupy the whole of the Trans-Siberian railway. Oppositely, Ambassador 
Vasilii Maklakov, Bakhmetev’s counterpart in Paris, believed as did Wilson 
that threatening Russian territories by Allied armed forces, especially by 
Japan, would have a disastrous effect on Russia and the Allied cause.°° 

Balfour had presented a long memorandum to the War Cabinet surveying 
Russia's situation. He started out with the blunt assumption that the East- 
ern Front had already collapsed prior to the Brest treaty due to the peace 
arranged with Germany by the breakaway Ukrainian Rada government 
and the public announcement by the Bolsheviks that they proposed to fight 
no longer. No further military cooperation could be expected. Even in areas 
where the British had made efforts to maintain their interests— Ukraine, 
Romania, the Cossack districts, the Caucasus, Siberia, and Archangel—the 
results were not much to boast about. Balfour could only point to Siberia 
and, especially, Vladivostok, where local resistance to the forces of disorder 
had some success. This was important; Siberia could become a great source 
of food for the Central Powers, and Vladivostok held immense stores of 
Allied munitions that the Bolsheviks could sell to Germany. Seménov had 
so far been successful in eastern Siberia with the British supplying him arms 
and money, but the best to be hoped for was the status quo. All these efforts 
only amounted to a rear guard action, which delayed the enemy’s advance 
but did not check it. To arrest and reverse this action, a new effort would 
have to be made. Otherwise, only one thing remained: a Japanese troop 
incursion on a grand scale, acting as an Allied mandate, that would penetrate 
as far as the Urals in order to deny the Siberian railway to the enemy while 
simultaneously opening it up as a route to supply Cossacks of the southeast 
and Caucasus. Such a policy had already been accepted by the British and 
French, considered but not yet approved by the Americans and Italians, but 
not “officially” communicated to the Japanese. “The immediate question of 
policy,” said Balfour, “is whether we should press President Wilson, against 
his natural inclination, to give his assent to the scheme. Without that assent 
the policy is impracticable; though unfortunately the converse proposition 
is by no means certain.”° The key was how far Wilson’s natural inclination 
for acid testing, his fairness policy for Russia, could be pushed this way 
or that. 

Balfour thought it certain that the “President will yield only under the 
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strongest pressure from the Allies, and I feel very reluctant to take any 
share in exercising this pressure unless we are certain that the Japanese will 
carry out their allotted role.” Balfour had to admit that it was doubtful that 
Japan would carry out the role assigned to it and prevent German control 
of the eastern Siberian railway. Though the Japanese would readily occupy 
eastern Siberia, “I am extremely doubtful whether they would consent to 
go as far as the Ural Mountains, or to be shepherded on their way by 
representatives of their four great Allies.” The scheme required a large force 
and the diversion of much Japanese tonnage to unprofitable work. This 
would be expensive and involve a serious military risk, little glory, perhaps 
open war with the Bolsheviks, and might even throw Russia into Germany's 
arms. Balfour was aware of Maklakov’s aversion to the scheme. Here were 
all the arguments for and against. It was time to make a decision about 
whether or not to go forward. That would mean putting maximum pressure 
on Wilson, if the War Cabinet decided for it. Already the president, under 
some duress, had requested that Admiral Knight return to Vladivostok with 
the Brooklyn to observe conditions there.°! 

Pressure on Wilson was underway. Lord Reading, as of January the 
new British ambassador at Washington, reported on a long interview with 
Wilson. The U.S. government, the president said, was against Japan as 
a mandatory of the Allies. There should be international cooperation, for 
instance, if an emergency required sailors and marines. Wilson was sure 
that the Japanese would not undertake the task of guarding the railway 
alone. Moderates in Russia would prefer the protection of a German rather 
than a Japanese intervention. If the Japanese did intervene, Nippon should 
do it on its own, thus leaving the Allies to make representations later. 

General Bliss reported on the permanent military advisers’ recommen- 
dation to the Supreme War Council in adoption of Joint Note 16: 


The Military Representatives are of the opinion, first, that the occupation 
of the Siberian Railway from Vladivostok to Harbin, together with both 
terminals, presents military advantages that outweigh any possible political 
disadvantages. Second, recommended that this occupation be by a Japanese 
force, after obtaining suitable guarantees from Japan, together with a Joint 
Allied Commission. Third, the question of the further occupation of the Rail- 
way shall be determined by the Allied Governments concerned according as 
circumstances develop.® 


He spoke about the advantages and disadvantages of intervention. The 
main advantage was that it secured military supplies at Vladivostok and 
Harbin and prevented the Germans from using them. Nor could German 
submarine bases use the Asiatic coast. However, Bliss thought that the 
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project of Japanese intervention involved grave dangers, while the resulting 
military advantages would only be transient. Since all the advantages came 
from occupying Vladivostok, the danger would be less if no attempts were 
made to proceed farther west, or at most to Harbin. Russian opinion, at 
that point, could be ascertained.“ Bliss turned to a secret document, the 
confidential paper that American Ambassador William G. Sharp in Paris 
had cabled to Lansing, which he had received from the chief of the British 
military section. He called that document’s assessment of the situation that 
would result from the occupation of the Trans-Siberian from Vladivostok 
to Cheliabinsk very optimistic. The plan would tend to organize Russian 
resistance and would require a larger force than the estimated six and a half 
divisions. As to the pin-pricks that the Japanese objected to if they had to 
contend with “show the flag” detachments, Bliss argued that the Japanese 
would regard the request for guarantees as something more than pin-pricks. 
The question of when and how to get a big Japanese force, distributed over 
a large part of Siberia, out was especially important. The frank convention 
of the sort debated —the mandatory—would not bring the Japanese any 
farther out than they already were. Any great military advantage resulting 
from moving west of Vladivostok to consolidate anti-Bolshevik sentiment, 
Bliss contended, was a question of high politics. The general would not 
concern himself with counterrevolution. 

Bliss called the direct military advantages of intervention “relatively small, 
or quite problematical.”® The British recognized the action as secondary, 
that is, securing military supplies, railway materials, and prevention of Ger- 
man submarines. Bliss said, “it seemed to me doubtful whether any supplies 
would be left there that would compensate for the ultimate risk resulting 
from Japanese intervention.” The British were advocating occupation of the 
entire length of the Siberian railroad by a Japanese intervention throughout 
Siberia. Bliss noted that the British agreed that it was a desperate measure 
with only a gambler’s chance. 

Parenthetically, no one even knew exactly what the aim of Japan was in 
World War I except that the Japanese would do whatever seemed best for 
their own interest, even if that meant cutting a deal with Germany. 

All the permanent military advisers believed that the situation was des- 
perate and recommended the adoption of Joint Note 16. Bliss confined the 
note to the question of Vladivostok and Harbin. He sensed “in regard to 
this whole Russian matter, that the feeling over here has become somewhat 
‘panicky.’” The Allies realized that German forces in the East were their last 
important body of troops. Yet Bliss thought that until the Allies knew the 
German intentions, no one should make panicky speculations and schemes. 
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Even a superiority of several hundred thousand men might not be enough to 
force the lines in the West back, and the Germans might suffer upwards of a 
half million losses. Germany might try a move into Macedonia and Italy or 
patiently consolidate in the East. The result of all these speculations was “a 
matter of anxious thought here, resulting in a feeling of almost desperation.” 
That was Bliss’s explanation of all these schemes. He wondered whether, if 
Japan did go into Siberia without selfish and ulterior purposes, its action 
would stop the German withdrawal of troops on the Eastern Front. The 
General concluded, “what is the value of that ‘if’?” Bliss pointed out that 
the British believed that “there must be intervention; therefore, likely that 
strong pressure will be brought to bear on the United States.” ° 

Balfour tried to place his scheme for a Siberian intervention into a mod- 
erate position between that of the French, who saw Japan as the only 
means of countering German influence, and the Americans, who, “apart 
from jealousy and suspicion of Japanese enterprises, considered the Japs 
as the worst possible agents of the Allies in Russia.” 

All the while Lockhart continued semi-official relations with Bolshevik 
authorities on a basis similar to Robins’s. “My instructions,” he wrote, “were 
of the vaguest. I was to have the responsibility of establishing relations. I was 
to have no authority.” The internal affairs of Russia, Balfour claimed, were 
of no concern to Britain except as they affected the war. If large portions of 
Russia preferred Bolshevism, that was Russia’s business, not Britain’s. Nei- 
ther complete recognition nor a rupture of relations was desirable. So long 
as relations remained semi-official and informal, Lockhart should continue 
to act as Britain’s representative. Balfour referred to the Bolsheviks as the 
de facto government. He saw no point in delving into past transgressions, 
broken treaties, repudiated debts, or abandoned military stores. Likewise, 
such a relationship would be entered into with other de facto governments 
that existed in Russia. Whatever the differences between Britain and the 
Bolsheviks, both could agree not to overlook militarism in central Europe. 
The Bolsheviks would refuse supplies to Germany on that basis. That would 
also allow Britain to send necessary supplies to Russia without fear that they 
would fall into German hands. Lockhart insisted that the Allies’ coopera- 
tion with Lenin should be based on calculation, not love.® The British were 
free to support any troops in Russia likely to offer resistance to the Central 
Powers, even if this were only a shadowy chance, as in the Ukraine with the 
Cossacks, the Caucasus, or Romania. The Ukrainian Rada, the noncom- 
munist government of the Ukrainian separatists, had thrown its lot with 
Germany, and the Cossacks seemed worthless. However, Britain could not 
pledge to the Bolsheviks abstention from action in Russia if it might help 
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to win the war. Some sort of commercial arrangement might also be made 
with the Bolsheviks, but not one in which the hundreds of thousands of 
tons already sent benefited only Germany.” 

The British had realized that since the Bolsheviks had signed the peace 
treaty with Germany, maintaining an embassy staff to influence Russian pol- 
icy was useless. Balfour met with the Japanese ambassador to ascertain his 
position regarding Siberia. He was informed that Foreign Minister Viscount 
Ichiro Motono indicated his government was “anxious to proceed at once to 
seize the junction of the Amur Railway.”7! The Japanese felt that such an ef- 
fort would safeguard Vladivostok. This action meant occupation as far west 
as Chita, where the Amur River and the Trans-Siberian railway crossed. 
From Chita the Trans-Siberian branch went north along the Amur River 
to Khabarovsk and then south along the Ussuri River to Vladivostok. The 
other branch, the Chinese Eastern Railway, proceeded through Manchuria, 
crossing the Sungari River at Harbin and then to Vladivostok. This made 
Chita the jumping-off place for either route to Vladivostok. When Balfour 
raised the question of Japan being the mandatory, Japan’s ambassador to 
London replied that the “Japanese fully understood that they would go 
in as the mandatory of the Allies, simply as a move against Germany, and 
would disavow any intentions with regard to annexation.” The Japanese 
were vehemently opposed to Allied detachments accompanying them, as 
this would adversely affect Japanese public opinion and injure Japanese 
amour propre. The Japanese, Balfour realized, would only accept Seménov’s 
help. Most important, reported Balfour, “This being the case, we should 
have a difficult task in persuading President Wilson to agree to our policy.” 
The War Cabinet agreed to send Reading a cable which stated that His 
Majesty's Government approved the Japanese intervention in Siberia all 
the way to Cheliabinsk on the east flank of the Urals and which asked him 
to get the president’s approval.” 

House and Wilson did not come to an easy conclusion. They worried that 
Japan’s intervention would be analogous to the current German occupa- 
tion of western Russia. The British War Cabinet decided not to approach 
the Japanese ambassador in London any further until Wilson’s views had 
been obtained. French Ambassador Jusserand presented the State De- 
partment with an urgent request that the United States approve Japanese 
intervention; he noted the vulnerability of Allied supplies at Archangel. 
The British sent a similar message to Wilson. An announcement followed 
that enemy prisoners in Siberia had been organized to cut the railway. For 
Balfour, that demonstrated the extreme urgency of Japanese action. He 
asked whether John F. Stevens of the U.S. railway commission, with or 
without Seménov’s help, could do something to protect the line. Balfour 
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implied that the Japanese would eventually act and that this was the best 
time to put some restrictions on them.” 

Wiseman urged the president to act, but Wilson expressed his fear that the 
Russian people would regard the Allied approval of Japanese intervention 
as being on a par with similar manifestos issued by the Central Powers. In 
this way the Allies could lose the moral force of their position. The president 
asked for more time to consider, but Wiseman pointed out that even Lansing 
understood that the French note somewhat altered the situation because it 
indicated Motono’s willingness to make a public pledge.“ House stuck by 
Wilson. The Allies needed caution and time to consider what was by now 
known as Balfour’s scheme. 

The Japanese problem revolved around what backing Wilson was willing 
to give. Reading saw Lansing about the proposed Japanese expedition 
and discovered that he had no objections to the Allies’ request, but felt 
that America could not join in because the Senate would raise doubts.” 
House had The Inquiry’s memorandum on this question sent to Polk. The 
Inquiry believed America’s high moral position would be damaged because 
it would create another obstacle to a future peace settlement. That problem 
would be how to get Japan out of Siberia after the war. America’s fear 
of Japan’s joining Germany was a tacit admission that the United States 
thought Japan desired to annex Siberia. Nor could America object to the 
German occupation of western Russia if the United States were to allow 
Japan’s occupation of eastern Russia.”° 

Everything came down to a proposal by House, a memorandum tele- 
phoned to the White House by his son-in-law and aide, Gordon Auchin- 
closs. In it House spelled out a diplomatic tactic for Wilson: tell the Al- 
lied ambassadors where this venture might lead and send a note to the 
Japanese. At the same time, the Japanese should explain their reasons for 
military intervention. House also suggested sending a note to Balfour out- 
lining the difficulties and dangers.” This activity proceeded when Wilson 
asked whether his memorandum to Japan had been readied by Lansing 
before House sent a note via Auchincloss. 

The significance, according to House, was that “The President was much 
disturbed over my letter and has stopped, for the moment, the memorandum 
or note which was to go to Japan.” Actually, Wilson had already drafted an 
aide-mémoire and handed it to Lansing. In it he responded to the tremen- 
dous pressure put on him by Balfour, Reading, and Wiseman to give Japan 
a free hand as a mandatory to protect Allied interests in Siberia, namely, 
the preservation of military stores in Vladivostok and the vast agricultural 
resources west of Lake Baikal. Indeed, Balfour had insisted that Japan 
would intervene with or without Allied consent to protect itself against the 
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consequences of the Brest Treaty in Siberia. Lansing sent his own evaluation 
to Wilson along with the strongest cable from the French government. It 
asked for immediate acceptance of Motono’s pledge of disinterestedness 
and willingness to act as far as the Urals. But it was Wilson’s draft aide- 
mémoire that the secretary informally made known to the Allied embassies. 
In it Wilson assured the Allies that America had given all its energy in every 
direct action of the war that it was capable of giving: “it should leave itself 
diplomatically free wherever it can do so without injustice to its associates.” 
Therefore, the president explained, “the United States has not thought it 
wise to join the governments of the Entente in asking the Japanese gov- 
ernment to act in Siberia.” 

Wilson excluded American participation. He mistakenly opened the door 
to others: “It has no objection to that request being made, and it wishes to 
assure the Japanese government that it has entire confidence that in putting 
anarmed force into Siberia it is doing so as an ally of Russia, with no purpose 
but to save Siberia from the invasion of the armies and intrigues of Germany 
and with entire willingness to leave the determination of all questions that 
may affect the permanent fortunes of Siberia to the Council of Peace.” 
Wilson let the Japanese squeeze in, however much he would try to push 
them out later. The Allies came to realize that Wilson’s mistake would, 
perforce, involve American intervention. They redoubled their pressure 
on him.” 

It is interesting to compare that draft note to the one finally transmitted 
to the Japanese. Wilson made it clear that the United States intended to 
remain free wherever it could without doing an injustice to its allies. That 
was why the United States would not join in the request of the Allies in 
asking Japan to act in Siberia. America did not object to that request, for 
it had confidence that the action had one purpose: saving Siberia from 
German invasion and leaving its future to a peace council. As to the sec- 
ond note, House commented, “He told Polk he had written the new note 
and held up the other under my advice and after receiving my letter.” It 
was unfortunate only because the State Department showed the first note’s 
substance to the Japanese and Allied ambassadors. House added, “I believe 
the President was wise in changing it and substituting the note written yes- 
terday.” Wilson laid out his concern that Siberia was in danger of anarchy, 
German invasion, and domination. He allayed Japanese feelings by saying 
that the United States had “utmost confidence” in Japan and would “en- 
trust the enterprise to it.” What Wilson doubted was not Japan, but the 
value of intervention, even with explicit assurances. Germany would assert 
the same mission in western Russia. Such discrediting, along with Russian 
resentment, would play into the hands of revolutionary Russia’s enemies. 
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Despite the president’s protestations, Japan was not allayed. Britain and 
France pressed harder.” 

Gone were the phrases about keeping a free diplomatic hand for the 
United States and approving of the request even though America chose not 
to join. In their place was a statement on the conditions prevailing in Siberia 
anda frank criticism of intervention, even with its guarantees, retained from 
the first note, plus two additions: “hot” Russian resentment toward interven- 
tion as contemplated and American “sympathy” for the Russian revolution, 
whatever unhappy and unfortunate turns it took. The second note ended 
on America’s “warmest friendship and confidence” in Japan. Wilson had 
moved his argument away from criticizing Japan and onto a higher plane: 
attacking the value of intervention.®® Wilson might intervene, but only if 
it met his “acid test” of fair play for Russia and Russian sovereignty and 
self-determination, as he had explained in Point VI of his Fourteen Points 
address. 

House reported that Jusserand reluctantly agreed with the second note; 
Reading was talked out of his position. On both counts House deluded 
himself. Morris cabled to Lansing the Japanese reaction: Foreign Minister 
Motono expressed deep appreciation for its frankness and friendly spirit. 
Morris also noted that the British ambassador to Tokyo, Sir W. Conyng- 
ham Greene, informally suggested the advisability of Japan’s intervention 
as far as the Urals. Britain, France, and Italy might later make a formal 
request for Japanese intervention. Motono regretted public opinion was 
not sufficiently favorable toward Greene’s suggestion. Balfour told House 
that Britain would independently ask Japan to reconsider. Greene reported 
that the attitude of the United States made it impossible for Japan to obtain 
financial and material assistance from America. Until the Allies could count 
on Wilson’s support, Japanese action must be deferred.®! 

The War Cabinet complained about Wilson’s attitude. Hope should not 
be abandoned; the Americans would change their minds, according to Wise- 
man. Bliss reported that Lloyd George proposed that the prime ministers 
take up the question because of its important political character. They de- 
cided to send Wilson a message asking the president to reconsider the issue. 
It emphasized that Russia was too weak to help itself and needed the assis- 
tance of friends to prevent German domination. Japan had helped Russia 
throughout the war, would continue as a friend, and could act as a manda- 
tory of the other Allied powers. Yet without American support, such a policy 
could not be executed.*? Japanese intervention as an Allied mandatory had 
failed Wilson’s “acid test” for the time being. President Wilson’s point VI 
had failed by the middle of March, even though he stubbornly refused either 
collaboration with the Bolsheviks or Allied intervention against them. 


Six 


Northern Russia ano Stberia 


n the early months of 1918, American officials began to fear that mu- 
ee stockpiles in Murmansk and Archangel would fall into German 
hands. To protect these munitions was no easy task, however, given the 
political turmoil within Russia and the Allies’ lack of formal relations with 
the Bolshevik government. The waiting period for Bolshevism’s collapse 
so that Russia would continue its war effort had ended with the ratifica- 
tion of the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk by the Congress of Soviets just after 
Lenin’s late-evening speech on March 15-16, 1918. Therefore, President 
Wilson’s propaganda initiative to get Russia back into the war by point VI 
of his Fourteen Points Address had also failed. The great German offensive 
against France had begun on March 21, 1918. Allied pressure to resurrect 
some sort of Eastern Front or prevent Germany’s full exploitation of Rus- 
sian resources intensified. Wilson held the key to Allied hopes in Russia 
because intervention would require American resources. Hence, the Allies 
relentlessly applied that pressure on him for direct military intervention in 
northern Russia and Siberia. 


The situation in northern Russia had been calm compared to that in the 
rest of the country. Murmansk and Archangel were free of German control. 
Near Archangel on the White Sea the Allies had stockpiled 162,495 tons of 
supplies. British Rear Admiral Thomas W. Kemp had remained there until 
mid-December 1917, when the War Cabinet withdrew its naval personnel 
to Murmansk on the Kola Peninsula. Kemp left behind explosives, stores 
of metals, shells, tractors, motor cars, clothing, and other valuables. These 
could fall into German hands. ! 

Murmansk was a tiny place with a population of five thousand. Its pro- 
tection was in the hands of Kemp’s squadron. There also were Russian 
ships under Admiral K. F. Kyetlinski. Two American vessels carrying Red 
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Cross supplies had arrived. Raymond Robins detailed Red Cross Major 
Allen Wardwell to look after them. The major found that the local Russo- 
British shipping company had taken care of the supplies so that they would 
be duty-free. Admiral Kyetlinski arranged a guard. Wardwell went to a 
meeting of the Murmansk Soviet and made a speech about the supplies, 
and he sent seven railway cars of canned milk to Petrograd. Ambassador 
Francis ordered a passport control officer, Hugh S. Martin, to Murmansk. 
He was the first American official on regular duty there.? 

Kyetlinski was murdered at the beginning of February 1918. Kemp, the 
British consul, and Kyetlinski’s aide formed a group to control the port. 
Kemp reported a serious situation in Murmansk. The attitude of the Bol- 
shevik garrison was mutinous and the Finns were a threat. The Finns acted 
at the instigation of the Germans, who proposed their advance along the 
Petrograd-Murmansk Railway. Refugees from Petrograd, as well as Rus- 
sian soldiers and sailors who had been prisoners in Germany and Austria- 
Hungary, further complicated the situation. In Admiral Kemp’s opinion 
“the occupation of Murmansk will probably be necessary.” He requested 
a British force of at least six thousand men. The admiralty did dispatch a 
cruiser and two other ships. The French also sent a cruiser.* 

Robins’s assistant, Wardwell, told of a local Soviet agreement whereby 
Murmansk was to be under British, French, and Russian officers. “It ap- 
parently follows the answer to instructions from Trotsky to accept foreign 
aid. Learned of the proposed landing of British marines tomorrow.” The 
next day he told Kemp that Ambassador Francis thought that “the only 
reliance was in the Soviet power, and suggested that the landing of Marines 
here might have an effect on that policy.” As he left the HMS Glory he 
saw marines lined up, ready to go on the tender. “The marines actually 
came ashore about two o’clock and went up to the barracks near the naval 
base.” Wardwell noted that another warship arrived on March 7, 1918. Two 
hundred French soldiers came from Petrograd.‘ 

What prompted this garrisoning of troops on Soviet soil? The Murmansk 
Soviet, fearing an advance by Germans and Finns, wired the authorities in 
Petrograd, calling attention to the danger: “Representatives of friendly pow- 
ers, the French, American and English missions stationed at Murmansk, 
continue to show themselves well disposed towards us and are ready to 
furnish aid ranging from food supplies to active military force, inclusively.”® 

Trotsky had the impression that the German offensive was about to begin 
and that Petrograd would fall. He telegraphed the city that “It is your duty 
to do everything for the protection of the Murmansk railway line. Everyone 
who leaves his post without fighting is a traitor. The Germans are advancing 
in small groups. Resistance is possible and obligatory. Nothing should be 
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Map 2: North Russia 
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left to the enemy. Everything valuable should be evacuated, if not possible — 
destroyed. You are obliged to accept any help from the Allied Missions.” ° 

Lansing was soon sending Wilson information from Colonel Ruggles 
in Vologda, to which the embassy had moved, concerning British action 
in Murmansk. Francis had recommended that an American vessel go to 
Murmansk. Ruggles cabled the War Department concerning reports that 
British and French troops were cooperating with the local soviet because of 
a threat by Finnish White Guards. The local soviet had asked for American 
representation. Francis confirmed that a French cruiser had arrived and 
that marines had landed from Kemp’s cruiser.” 

Counselor Frank Polk now asked Secretary of State Lansing for direc- 
tions: “The attached memorandum has to do with sending a warship to 
Murmansk. Several of the high military officers are strongly in favor of 
this step. I will be very much obliged if you will let me have your views.”8 
Lansing forwarded to Wilson a memorandum from Basil Miles saying that 
Francis recommended an American warship at Murmansk. The British and 
French were cooperating with the Murmansk soviet and the effect would 
be good. Miles confirmed that a French cruiser had joined the British there 
and landed two hundred troops. Finnish White Guards and German officers 
supposedly threatened the Murmansk railway. Miles’s memo concluded, “It 
is to be noted that the British Embassy requested this Government to send 
a warship to Murmansk about two weeks ago. The Department is informed 
that the original landing of the British at Murmansk was made with the full 
consent and approval of Trotsky.”® 

President Wilson sent amemorandum to Secretary Lansing early in April, 
in which he asked that a navy ship proceed to Murmansk, if available. “I am 
willing to have its commander cooperate there,” the president wrote, “but I 
think it would be wise to ask the Secretary of the Navy to caution him not to 
be drawn in further than the present action there without first seeking and 
obtaining instructions by cable from home.” Secretary Daniels responded 
that ships in European waters were active, but that if the presence of the 
flag would have influence on events at Murmansk a ship would proceed. 
Wilson answered, “I had hoped that there might be some vessel on this side 
that could be sent over that would be sufficient force to command respect.” 
The ship proved to be Admiral Dewey’s flagship at Manila Bay, the USS 
Olympia, which arrived in Murmansk on May 24.!° In this small way Wilson 
took his first move toward intervention. 

Ruggles explained to the army’s military staffthat Trotsky had sent a letter 
requesting a unit of railway engineers for Moscow, another for European 
Russia, and one for Siberia. It looked as if the Bolsheviks might ask for Allied 
intervention. What was happening appeared to be part of a larger pattern. 
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An Anglo-Japanese landing of April 5 at Vladivostok was to make a great 
impression on the Bolsheviks. Trotsky set conditions upon any cooperation 
with the Allies: noninterference in internal politics, collaboration with the 
Bolsheviks, Allied rather than exclusively Japanese intervention; he also 
offered the possibility of concessions. Yet the Allies still believed there was 
collusion between Germans and Russians. !! 

The Supreme War Council met in Paris and adopted a report on “Allied 
Intervention at Archangel and Murmansk.” It admitted that neither mili- 
tary nor naval resources could be spared, and advised all possible steps to 
“destroy stores at Archangel to prevent their falling into enemy hands, that 
naval steps being taken with respect to Murmansk be continued in order to 
retain the place for the Allies as long as possible.” They added, “No action 
by American Government required.” Though the War Council required no 
American help at that moment in northern Russia, Francis had suggested 
that possibility. In late April he came back to the subject while discussing 
with Lansing another possible move to Archangel.” 

Francis did not realize that Major General Frederick C. Poole, “British 
Military Representative in Russia,” had been aboard the Olympia, pre- 
pared to take command of Allied forces. He was to organize a Czech 
corps of twenty thousand expected there shortly. He found at Murmansk 
a force consisting of four hundred French soldiers, six hundred British 
Royal Marines, two thousand Russian railway troops, and twelve hundred 
Serbians. ! 

At this time Trotsky considered an Allied intervention by invitation to se- 
cure help in building the Red Army in order to prevent the Germans from 
destroying the Soviet government. The Allies desired a Bolshevik invita- 
tion rather than acting against Bolshevik wishes. According to a Bolshevik 
report guarantees would have to be made that “other allied forces were 
present” and there would be no objection to Japanese troops. Lockhart 
thought the Bolsheviks had changed their attitude toward the Allies. They 
believed war with Germany and counterrevolution inevitable.'4 Nonethe- 
less, the day after three Japanese civilians were shot by Russian soldiers in 
Vladivostok on April 4, Japan landed five hundred marines to protect the 
lives and property of its nationals, and the British put fifty ashore. Then 
Trotsky had second thoughts about agreeing to intervention and gave or- 
ders to resist invasion. The president, Ambassador Reading assured Foreign 
Secretary Balfour, would not take part “unless there is at least something 
in nature of request from Russian government for this assistance.” !® It was 
this “something in the nature of a request” that had given Wilson confidence 
in his decision to send a vessel to Murmansk: the Murmansk Soviet had 
requested help after Trotsky had approved such a step. 
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Balfour played on this prospect of a request. After all, he reasoned, some 
observers noted that more than half the Russian people regarded Allied 
intervention as their only hope of rescue from either German domination 
or anarchy. Balfour continued, “Trotsky himself has given indications that 
he is inclining to this view but he seems reluctant to take so decisive a 
step as to request intervention.” Balfour estimated that Germany was in 
the midst of transferring another forty divisions westward from Russia 
and that the creation of a pro-Allied force might prevent this. Disorder in 
Russia was increasing to such an extent that sooner or later the population 
might prefer German intervention to a continuance of those conditions. 
There was, as Balfour put it, a “considerable amount of supplies of all 
sorts” that might become available to Germany. Because there were great 
food resources in western Siberia and additional large stores in Petrograd, 
Moscow, Archangel, and Vladivostok, these resources could pass into Ger- 
man hands and prolong the war. Balfour thought it might be possible to 
persuade Trotsky to allow intervention, because “A bold and determined 
policy is required in the face of all these dangers. The presence of Allied 
Forces at ports such as Archangel, Vladivostok and Murmansk would be 
of some use in preventing the seizure by Germany of the stores in these 
towns.” If a Russian army could be created, it could be supplied from the 
stores at Archangel and Vladivostok. “Of late a very significant change has 
come over attitude at any rate of its M.F.A. [Minister for Foreign Affairs] 
Trotsky towards Allies.” As evidence of this, Balfour noted, “he has ap- 
proved of Allied co-operation at Murmansk and has suggested that British 
naval officers should assist in restoring discipline in Black Sea Fleet.” If 
this assessment was correct, then the only course in the Far East was to 
use Japanese strength with the Allies participating effectively. In northern 
Russia, “We should be prepared to make a naval demonstration at Mur- 
mansk and Archangel which would hold ports as bases and serve as rallying 
points for anti-German forces.” ! 

Balfour's optimism concerning Trotsky’s possible invitation to the Allies 
to intervene rested on the information that Trotsky had authorized Lockhart 
to send to London, namely, that Trotsky recognized the inevitability of a 
renewed war with Germany and suggested Allied help. He asked for a 
plan. This committed him to nothing but was a “skillful move, probably 
designed only to increase the desperately-needed breathing space and room 
for manoeuvre.” !” 

The British ambassador in Washington, Reading, met with Wilson late in 
April. In regard to Trotsky’s initiative, the president suggested that Reading 
watch for a trap. Wilson stated that he was expecting documents alleging 
that Lenin and Trotsky were German spies. Wilson was referring to the 
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so-called Sisson documents, which purported to prove that the Bolsheviks 
were German agents. Wilson felt that care was called for in making any 
deals with the Bolsheviks, and he suggested that Lockhart be asked for 
further information. Wilson had heard that Trotsky’s position in the Soviet 
government had weakened. !® 

Jusserand reported to Lansing that the French ambassador to Russia, 
Joseph Noulens, then in Vologda, had told him that the Germans were 
broadening their action in Finland, with White Guards attempting to blow 
the Kem bridge and proceed north to Kandalaksha to establish a submarine 
base. Inter-Allied landings at Murmansk and Archangel should complement 
any intervention in the Far East.!° 

Wiseman cabled House to take no action, though that would allow 
Germany to withdraw troops from the Russian front. Intervention at the 
Bolsheviks’ invitation was the best course, but it was unlikely because Ger- 
many would regard it as a hostile act and turn Lenin out. Then Bolshevik 
influence in Russia would collapse. Wiseman even thought that Kerensky 
should form a government in Manchuria and do what Trotsky would not 
do—invite Allied intervention. Intervention without anyone’s invitation, 
against Bolshevik wishes, was a last resort.?° 

Bliss reported that Joint Note 25 had been passed on April 27, 1918. Mil- 
itary representatives focused on getting the Czech Legion — Czechoslovak 
soldiers who had fought in the tsar’s army against the Central Powers 
and now were trapped in Russia—to France. With Trotsky’s agreement, 
Czechoslovak troops were en route to Vladivostok for transport to France. 
Those not already beyond Omsk were to concentrate at Murmansk and 
Archangel, where they could defend the two ports as well as guard the 
Murman railway.?! 

By the beginning of May, the president still was unconvinced of the need 
for intervention, even if Trotsky gave approval. Wilson had no confidence 
in Bolshevik leadership. Lansing had apparently heard that the Bolshe- 
vik government intended to ask for the withdrawal of British troops from 
Murmansk. “This new development,” Reading cabled Balfour, “does not 
encourage the President to believe in Trotzky’s good intentions towards the 
Allies. If this news had not arrived this morning I am convinced the Presi- 
dent’s answer to you would have been the same. He remains unconvinced 
that the balance of advantage and disadvantage is in favour of action at 
present.” 

Thomas G. Masaryk, the refugee Czech leader, moved the president 
toward intervention. Richard Crane, the son of Charles and a State De- 
partment official, wrote the president in early May pronouncing Masaryk 
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as the “greatest living authority on Central Europe.” The Allies, Masaryk 
believed, should recognize the Bolsheviks if only to influence them, a line 
General Judson and Raymond Robins had taken. The Allies must not sup- 
port monarchists. Nor for that matter did Masaryk feel the Kadets or Social 
Revolutionaries would have much success against Lenin. He did not wish to 
see support of counterrevolutionary generals. The Bolsheviks would main- 
tain power longer than their adversaries supposed, though he thought their 
power would end because of their dilettantism. A coalition of socialist par- 
ties including the Bolsheviks might provide a lasting government. Eastern 
Europe needed a strong Russia to avoid being at the mercy of Germany. 
An independent Ukraine would be a source of conflict. The German threat 
had to be countered in every way, including the use of Japanese troops. “I 
succeeded in organizing in Russia out of our Bohemian and Slovak prison- 
ers a corps of 50,000 men. I agreed with the French Government to send it 
now to France.” Masaryk was on the verge of organizing a second corps. 
A Russian army would take six to nine months to be organized. French 
Ambassador Noulens reached an agreement with Trotsky to surrender a 
corps of Slovak and Teschen arms to the Soviets in exchange for the right of 
passage along the Trans-Siberian railway to Vladivostok under command 
of General Mikhail K. Dietrichs, formerly quartermaster of the tsar’s army. 
Crane asked Wilson to meet Masaryk, “the wisest and most influential 
Slav of our day.” Wilson delayed but indicated that he had read Masaryk’s 
memorandum.” 

The Supreme War Council considered using the Czech Legion: “The 
general view of the Military Representatives,” Bliss noted, “is that it is still 
possible to make arrangements with the Russian Government by which 
these troops (who will not fight Russia but who will fight with the other 
allies against Germany) shall be transported to Archangel and Mourmansk, 
thence to be carried by water to the Western Front.” He added, “Personally, 
I think that now the question has been put up (by the British Government) 
the above is about the only answer that we can make, although I doubt 
whether much material result will come from it.””4 

Reading presented Wilson with another cable which he had received, 
saying that the German ambassador in Moscow, Count Mirbach, had told 
the Bolsheviks that they must demand withdrawal of the forces at Mur- 
mansk because of the aggressive moves of Admiral Kemp. In Lockhart’s 
view, “A position is now being reached at which it is impossible longer to 
avoid a definite decision. In my opinion there seems to be only one possible 
course of action, that is, to make urgent military preparations for landings 
at the earliest possible date at Archangel, Murmansk and in the Far East.” 
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He thought that any collective Allied proposal to the Bolsheviks would be 
accepted. “It is, in any event, necessary to push forward intervention with 
the greatest possible rapidity.”5 

Lansing informed Wilson: 


I pointed out to Lord Reading that the problem had really become two prob- 
lems in that intervention in western Russia in no way involved the racial 
difficulty which had to be considered in regard to Siberia. I further told him 
that intervention at Murmansk and Archangel would receive far more favor- 
able consideration on our part than intervention in Siberia, for the reason 
that we could understand the military advantage of the former but had been 
unable, thus far, to find any advantage in sending troops into Siberia. 6 


He thought Trotsky favored such an intervention, especially since Balfour 
was convinced of this based on Lockhart’s telegram.” 

Reading understood the administration’s attitude in separating the prob- 
lems in northern Russia and Siberia. Regarding northern Russia, Reading 
noted Trotsky’s supposed change of attitude and “some indication of Trotzky 
turning to the Allies for cooperation and assistance at Murmansk.”?8 Read- 
ing thought that Lansing “certainly led me to believe that the President 
would be ready to cooperate with the Allies in the intervention in the North 
which should take place without the assistance of Japan.” When Read- 
ing asked what the United States might be prepared to do in northern 
Russia, Lansing answered that “there were great difficulties as to shipping 
more especially to provide food and such supplies as could not be found at 
Archangel or Murmansk.” Reading understood the president’s feelings on 
Siberia: “He closed the door although he did not bolt it.”?° 

Lansing told the president, “I have had another seance with Lord Reading 
on the question of intervention in Russia.” Lansing reiterated that inter- 
vention was divided in two halves. Each half deserved separate treatment. 
Siberia depended ona military benefit as yet not evident — reconstituting the 
Eastern Front. Murmansk differed, “since it was a question of ability to land 
a sufficient military force” to secure stores of munitions. Reading insisted 
on getting the United States to unite with the Allies in trying to obtain a 
request from Trotsky that a Siberian intervention would be conditional on 
Japan declaring that occupied territory would be restored unconditionally 
after the war. Lansing saw no objection in securing a request from Trotsky 
for intervention at Murmansk. 

Lockhart reported that Lenin realized that Russian and Allied interests 
were similar in the face of the German danger. Yet Lenin was afraid of 
Allied intervention because “he believes that their real purpose is the de- 
struction of the system of Soviet Government.” Lenin sought guarantees 
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that the Soviet system would be recognized. Lev M. Karakhan, assistant 
to George Chicherin, newly appointed commissar for foreign affairs when 
Trotsky became commissar for war, reminded Lockhart that the Germans 
threatened to occupy Petrograd if British troops remained in Murmansk. 
General Peyton C. March, U.S. Army Chief of Staff, and his personnel 
were against intervention because it would not be strong enough to amount 
to anything without taking shipping and manpower from the West. To all 
this Wilson replied that northern Russia and Siberia were questions that 
“must not and cannot be confused and discussed together.” *! 

Reading gave Lansing more telegrams; they presented nothing new. Bal- 
four’s optimism about Trotsky’s apparent favoring of the contemplated 
northern Russian intervention was reviewed and Lockhart strongly recom- 
mended a simultaneous intervention in the Far East and northern Russia. 
Miles favored Lockhart’s recommendation and Francis pressed for prepa- 
rations. 

As this information came to the president, Reading managed another 
interview. Wilson was apparently adamant in opposing intervention. The 
president did not wish to appear stubborn, but he thought that the force 
available would be insufficient to divert German troops from the West and 
would be resented by Russians: 


President thinks Trotsky and his Government may be amenable at one mo- 
ment and may be prepared to give an invitation or an assent or a promise 
not to object but President regards him as absolutely untrustworthy and is 
convinced that any action Trotsky or his Government may take would be 
simply and solely for his or their own ends. The President’s expression was 
that the only certainty in dealing with such a man was that he would deceive 
you. 


Francis had recommended intervention in northern Russia. General Bliss 
now added his voice. Expecting a joint note, beginning with discussion 
by the military representatives of Britain, France, and Italy who would 
probably decide on occupation of Murmansk and Archangel, Bliss indicated 
“a land force of not more than four or six battalions of British, French and 
possibly Americans. In view of pressing danger to these ports I propose to 
agree with my colleagues unless instructed to the contrary.” General March 
confirmed Wilson’s position: “The President is heartily in sympathy with 
any practical military effort which can be made at and from Murmansk or 
Archangel but such efforts should proceed, if at all upon the sure sympathy 
of the Russian people and should not have as their ultimate object any 
restoration of the ancient regime or any other interference with the political 
liberty of the Russian people.” 
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Balfour acknowledged the fact that “intervention at Archangel and Mur- 
mansk is regarded by the United States as a different question from that 
of intervention in the Far East.” Balfour asked Reading to “urgently im- 
press upon the United States Government and upon the President” that 
American assistance was required to retain Murmansk, “if we desire to 
retain any possibility at all of entering Russia.” The British were sending 
small marine and military forces, though clearly an insufficient number 
even though the situation there was so dangerous. A brigade plus a few 
guns, even if not completely trained, would suffice, as operations would 
only be of an irregular nature. Secretary of War Baker informed Bliss that 
Wilson finally concurred in the recommendations of Joint Note 25 and sug- 
gested Czechoslovak contingents be used. The only catch to using American 
forces in northern Russia was the president’s insistence that Field Marshal 
Ferdinand Foch, Supreme Allied Commander, approve the “diversion of 
troops and the necessary shipping for that purpose from those now going 
to France.” Ambassador Noulens pressed for two American battalions. * 

Early in June the Supreme War Council issued Joint Note 31, which 
stated that recommendations for northern Russia, agreed to in principle 
by Wilson, would be confirmed by Foch. The note maintained that the 
situation in the northern ports had altered since March when Joint Note 
17B suggested an inter-allied expedition to protect military stocks and ex- 
pressed confidence in Admiral Kemp. Finland had come under German 
domination and the Finns had claimed Karelia and the Kola Peninsula. An 
advance on Petrograd was being prepared. Occupation of Murmansk and 
its conversion to a submarine base would make the sea route to Archangel 
impractical, while its occupation by the Allies would protect Allied flanks. It 
was agreed that the Allies should hold Murmansk and if possible Archangel 
and that the National Czecho-Slovak Council should keep a small force in 
the area.*© 

Lord Milner, British Secretary of State for War, asked for three Amer- 
ican machine-gun battalions, three companies of engineers, and two field 
gun batteries. He appointed General Frederick C. Poole commander and 
suggested that marines might be preferable to infantry because the opera- 
tion was amphibious. Poole was appointed “because he is not only an able 
soldier but is very familiar with Russian conditions as he has spent the last 
two years in the country, gets on well with Russians and is on the spot.” 
Milner had consulted Foch during a visit to Paris and had obtained the 
Marshal’s assent. Foch recognized the importance of keeping Murmansk 
and Archangel in Allied hands and thought that if the Americans were 
willing to help, such a force would be advantageously employed. Milner’s 
request differed from the Supreme War Council’s in that instead of four to 
six infantry battalions, Milner requested three infantry with machine-gun 
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units and preferred marines, but asked for three companies of engineers, 
presumably to maintain the roads. He asked for two batteries of artillery. 
Officers, specialists, medical and administrative backups were presumed in 
each request, that is, Milner’s and the Supreme War Council’s.*” 

Foch agreed with the Supreme War Council and thought that the dis- 
patch of one or two U.S. battalions in June or July would not retard the 
arrival of American forces in France. He focused on the occupation of 
Murmansk, though Archangel was also contemplated. Foch assumed that 
twenty thousand Czechoslovaks would arrive in the northern ports and 
could be stiffened by not more than six Allied battalions. Foch took some 
small exceptions to Milner’s revisions, as did Bliss.*8 

Wilson was on the verge of committing troops. Bliss reported that Sir 
Eric Geddes, First Lord of the Admiralty, had just returned from a confer- 
ence in Murmansk with General Poole. Poole, with three British warships, 
twelve hundred British troops, two hundred French artillerymen and fif- 
teen hundred Serbians, wanted six additional battalions, two batteries of 
artillery, and three companies of engineers. Since the British could not con- 
tribute, they asked Washington for these units and believed that request in 
accord with Poole’s plans for occupying the northern ports in substantial 
accord with Joint Note 31. “With this force,” Bliss noted, “as a nucleus 
he believes he can rally one hundred thousand Russian troops between 
Archangel and Vologda inclusive.” The Supreme War Council asked the 
Allies, especially the United States, to dispatch forces. Bliss was requested 
to seek his government's concurrence and stress the necessity of immedi- 
ate action. Bliss added, “I had conference with Lord Milner and General 
Pershing. General Pershing authorized me to say that he approves sending 
the infantry and engineers from troops now in France... . | recommend 
concurrence as to our participation in general plans and suggest prompt 
decision.” 

Reading reported to Balfour that the president was worried that expedi- 
tions to northern Russia and Siberia would tax America’s commitment in 
Europe. When he pointed out that Murmansk was a small matter, Wilson 
replied that it was small but could increase.*° 

Wilson wrote Lincoln Colcord, correspondent for the Philadelphia Public 
Ledger, that “Your thoughtful suggestions about Russia are always welcome 
and you may be sure | am trying to think out the right action. I hope and 
believe, too, that Iam close upon the heels of it.” If Wilson was “close upon 
the heels” of deciding what to do, it was not because of the efforts of the 
Supreme War Council, which he held in low esteem: “Speaking of War 
Councils advice on Russia,” recorded Daniels in his diary on July 9, “he 
[Wilson] said they proposed such impractical things to be done immediately 
that he often wondered whether he was crazy or whether they were.”#! 
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The prime ministers judged Milner’s request to be in substantial agree- 
ment with Joint Note 31. Because the total force remained the same, Bliss 
went along on the assumption that “no military movement from these places 
to the South can be made if Russians are not sympathetic.” He warned of 
friction unless the United States adopted a policy: “It seems to me that 
there are evidences that our Allies want the United States to commit itself 
to expeditions to various places where after the war they alone will have 
any special interests.” America should keep its army as intact as possible, 
and the sole object should be to defeat Germany, not to tie itself to those 
Allies with many other objects.” 

Baker asked Wilson to approve “our fair part.” Baker inquired whether 
General John J. Pershing, commander of the American Expeditionary 
Force (AEF), should send three infantry battalions and three companies of 
engineers, artillery being out of the question. If the British could supply the 
guns, the United States could send personnel. The president directed Persh- 
ing to select the troops and allow them to embark once Foch had approved. 
On July 22, March sent a terse memo to Bliss that Wilson permitted three 
battalions of infantry and three companies of engineers provided Foch and 
Pershing could spare them, but that the artillery had not been approved.* 

At the end of July, Pershing detached the forces permitted by the presi- 
dent, the 339th Infantry Regiment of three battalions along with the First 
Battalion 310th Engineers, the 337th Field Hospital, and the 337th Am- 
bulance Company, under command of Colonel George Stewart. The 
troops were known as the American Expeditionary Force, North Russia 
(AEFNR). Francis cabled Lansing early in September that forty-eight hun- 
dred troops had landed.“ 


2: 


The decision to put troops in Vladivostok stretched over the spring into 
midsummer. It was one of the president’s most misunderstood policies. Wil- 
son received opinions from a variety of sources. In the end the decision was 
his, and he worked it over and gave Polk a chance for suggestions. There- 
after he would not enlarge the missions in northern Russia or Siberia. 

Lansing had made clear that the problem of intervention could be di- 
vided. There was badgering by the British and French. A suggestion by the 
American ambassador to China, Paul S. Reinsch, caught the president’s 
attention. Reinsch suggested that the situation seemed favorable for what 
he called “effective joint action of Allies and American initiative.” He had in 
mind a “commission authorized to command moderate financial support” 
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that would reconstruct at least Siberia. “Should America remain inactive 
longer friendly feeling is likely to fail.” The idea gained ascendancy when 
pushed by William Bullitt, Colonel House, and Gordon Auchincloss. Bullitt 
recommended it to House as early as May 20. The complications arising 
over finding a satisfactory administrator and giving protection, as well as 
difficulties arising in Siberia, prevented its enactment. Reports of the arming 
and use of German and Austrian prisoners by the Bolsheviks, and the threat 
of Allied use of Japanese, with or without consent, added to the tension. 
Even after the Czechoslovak seizure of Vladivostok on May 28, Jusserand 
cabled that Reading had seen Wilson about the “Japan-Siberia question” 
and “renewed his entreaties and based his arguments on the disturbing news 
now reaching us, but, from what he told me, all this was to no avail.” Wilson 
was less disposed than ever to agree with his Allies. He spoke of “letting 
events take their course.” He seemed to think that Siberia would form a 
government, with Allied technical and economic help.*° 

Wilson thought that some of the Czechoslovaks should be retained be- 
cause of familiarity with Russia. Jusserand began to notice a shift in the 
president’s attitude. He talked of a shipment of American troops or stated 
that Wilson was no longer maintaining “the same absolute opposition as 
before.” By mid-June both Lansing and House were still pushing a relief 
mission with Herbert Hoover, former head of the commission for Belgian 
relief, at its head. House complained that “Someone has been here almost 
every day since I arrived to talk about this vexatious problem, and try to 
get me to transmit their views to you.” The colonel related that Hoover was 
willing to serve. Wiseman outlined an economic plan. As late as June 16, 
Reading wired Balfour that it was difficult to persuade Wilson because no 
adequate military plan had ever been presented to him and he believed the 
Russians would resent the entry of the Japanese into Siberia. 

Wilson made an intriguing comment when he sent Lansing the sugges- 
tion by Reinsch: “There seems to me to emerge from this suggestion,” he 
wrote, “the shadow of a plan that might be worked, with Japanese and 
other assistance. These people are the cousins of the Russians.”“” Reinsch 
stated the opinion of Allied representatives in Peking that “it would be a se- 
rious mistake to remove the Czech-Slovak troops from Siberia. With only 
slight countenance and support they could control all of Siberia against 
the Germans. They are sympathetic to the Russian population, eager to 
be accessories to the allied cause, the most serious means to extension of 
German influence in Russia, their removal would greatly benefit Germany 
and further discourage Russia. If they were not in Siberia it would be worth 
while to bring them there from a distance.”*8 

In that case, neither a large American nor Japanese force would be 
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required since the “cousins” of the Russians were already there. An Eastern 
Front would not need to be reconstituted as it would be enough to deny 
Germany supplies from Siberia. Such an action might lead to a Siberian 
government compatible with the western democracies and, thus, one that 
could be aided. 

On June 19 Wilson had a meeting with Masaryk and afterward wrote 
Lansing, “By the way, I saw Professor Masaryk today and he seemed to 
think well of the plan.” Wilson was referring to the “shadow of a plan” 
mentioned to Lansing.“® During this forty-five-minute conversation the 
president had expressed “sincere interest” in the Czech and Slovak peoples 
and was glad to have an opportunity to talk with Masaryk about a “seri- 
ous problem,” Russia and how to “help” her. He explained that the Allies 
wanted to use the Japanese for intervention, the effect it would have on 
Russians, and whether they could use the Czechoslovak Legion. Masaryk 
was unenthusiastic about intervention, especially by the Japanese, but he 
approved the “shadow of a plan.” 

The Reinsch proposal had been transmitted to Lansing on June 13. In- 
cluded in Wilson’s remarks regarding the plan were cooperative societies, 
an idea sent by the American consul in Moscow, DeWitt Clinton Poole, 
who had taken Maddin Summers’s place on May 4, 1918, when the consul 
general died. Lansing had asked Poole to find out the attitude of Russian 
cooperative societies concerning Russian conditions. This was the other 
part of the “shadow of a plan” that had caught Wilson’s attention. It had 
long been discussed in Washington as an economic mission to be led by 
Hoover. In the Reinsch formulation, the ambassador to China referred to 
representatives of the Moscow Central Supply Committee who were in 
Peking, describing their organization as “elective in its communal district 
and central bodies devoted to task of filling crying needs Russian pop- 
ulation, saving lives, resisting extension of German influence, preventing 
supplies to regions under German control.” Then came Reinsch’s important 
remark: “They seem an organization which allies could support with good 
results.” Like the Moscow Central Supply Committee, the Russian coop- 
erative societies appeared to be the organization Wilson had been hunting 
for as the goal of his democratic aspirations for Russia. As he told Lansing, 
“This despatch has interested me very much. These associations,” no doubt 
referring to those mentioned by Poole and the one spoken of by Reinsch, 
“may be of very great service as instruments for what we are now planning 
to do in Siberia.” 

Poole wrote of the All Russia Union of Cooperative Societies that in- 
cluded many other associations, some in Siberia, led by Alexander Birken- 
heim, a Russian businessman who refrained from politics, yet spoke for the 
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rank-and-file of Siberian cooperatives. The cooperative’s sympathies were 
with the Allies, and “In Siberia, where the cooperative societies represent 
the people here in the fullest measure, there is a special feeling of friendli- 
ness fixed and upholding in America. On the other hand, there is distrust of 
Japan.” Cooperatives had no way of stopping the Germans and the Allies 
were the only means of resistance. As a practical man, Birkenheim asked 
what the compensation for Japan would be, and the manner and date of 
intervention required. Speed was essential.°! The “shadow of a plan” was 
now a plan. Wilson had the military and economic ingredients for his aide- 
mémoire, which he would write on July 17, 1918. 

Until then the president demanded another note from Foch agreeing to 
intervention. French Prime Minister Clemenceau warned that intervention 
had to occur before the end of October and the onset of winter, and empha- 
sized the prevention of the “slaughter of the Czechs.” Wilson told Jusserand 
that a quotation from Foch was insufficient and that he required “a direct 
expression from General Foch about this perplexing matter.” The president 
was eager for Foch to commit himself to the idea that it was justifiable to send 
American troops to Russia even if it involved a “subtraction of that number 
of men from those whom we could send to France.”’? Foch committed: 


In my opinion the sending by you of American troops to Russia is justified, for 
no appreciable diminution of the number of troops to be sent to France will 
result therefrom. I conceive the expedition to Siberia as having to be mainly 
formed with Japanese elements. The Allies’ contingents would be reduced 
to modest numbers: some 12,000 men or thereabouts. America could supply 
at once two regiments and the Allies the rest. Under those conditions the 
American troops sent to France would only be reduced in an insignificant 
way. 

More than ever, in the interest of military success in Europe, I consider the 
expedition to Siberia as a very important factor for victory, provided action 
be immediate, on account of the season being already advanced. I take the 
liberty of insisting on this last point. 


Jusserand cabled Pichon that the president was satisfied.“ 

Wiseman wrote, “The most absorbing topic in Washington is intervention 
in SIBERIA, and it is full of enthusiasts who are seeking interviews with the 
President.” Baker assessed men and material in the Philippines. Robins, re- 
cently returned from Russia, made suggestions that Wilson thought “much 
more sensible than I thought the author of them capable of. I differ from 
them only in practical details.” Robins was against intervention without an 
invitation, and only for economic cooperation. 

On June 29 the Czechs seized Soviet buildings in Vladivostok, placing 
Bolsheviks under arrest. This action forced the fresh landing of Allied troops 
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to guard consulates and supplies, even though the Czechs controlled the 
city. °° The Supreme War Council believed that the “recent action of Czecho- 
Slovak troops has transformed the Siberian situation.” The British thought 
that Siberia was no longer pro-Bolshevik and could be occupied all the way 
to the Urals. Russia would rally around the Czechoslovaks and create a new 
army “to reform an Eastern Front or at least to sustain a vigorous spirit of 
independence in the occupied territories behind the German line as well as 
compel Germany to maintain large bodies of troops in the East.”°” 

Reading found Wilson still considering an economic commission, ada- 
mant about recreation of an Eastern Front, and considering only seven 
thousand Americans as the maximum contribution. Wilson recognized the 
obligation of the Allies to help the Czechoslovaks. The Siberian question 
had for Wilson a remarkable parallel to, in Wiseman’s view, Wilson’s earlier 
Mexican policy and “more than a passing political question, but a matter of 
principle.” Wiseman thought that British traditional policy was up against 
a “new conception of foreign policy which no amount of argument will 
reconcile with.” He recognized that Wilson’s military advisers were against 
the whole scheme but that the Czechoslovaks had changed everything.® 

Wilson now held a White House conference consisting of Lansing, Baker, 
General March, and Admiral Benson. They debated the Supreme War 
Council’s views, deciding that an Eastern Front was impossible even if 
beyond the Urals; that an advance west of Irkutsk did not seem possible; 
that the Czechoslovak situation required the Allies to aid them in forming a 
junction with troops in western Siberia; and that “on sentimental grounds 
and because of the effect upon the friendly Slavs everywhere would be sub- 
ject to criticism if it did not make this effort and would doubtless be held 
responsible if they were defeated by lack of such effort.” Because the United 
States could not furnish any considerable force soon, these measures should 
be adopted if Japan agreed to furnish rifles, machine guns, and ammunition 
to the Czechoslovaks at Vladivostok: the United States to share the expense 
and supplement supplies as soon as possible; to assemble in Vladivostok a 
force of seven thousand Americans and a like number of Japanese to guard 
communication with the Czechoslovaks, the Japanese sending their troops 
immediately; to land American and Allied forces to hold Vladivostok in co- 
operation with the Czechoslovaks. A public announcement would be made 
that intervention was to aid Czechoslovaks against German and Austrian 
prisoners and that there would be no interference with Russia’s internal 
affairs and a guarantee not to impair Russian sovereignty.®? 

Daniels informed Admiral Knight that the United States desired Vladi- 
vostok to be “available as a base for the safety of CZECHS, and as a means 
of egress.” Knight was to use his forces and request similar action by Allied 
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naval forces. He was to avoid actions that might offend Russians. Wilson 
wanted to help the Czechoslovaks, avoid a large Japanese intervention, and 
send a small American-Japanese force, so that the Czechoslovaks could 
join with their brethren a thousand miles in the interior. He also noted 
that Baker feared the Japanese, that Wilson did not think the Germans 
could get Russian help for at least eighteen months, and that the president 
still wanted to send an aid mission. The British agreed to get the Czechs 
whatever rifles and ammunition they had on hand. 

Wilson wrote House that he had been “sweating blood” over what to do 
in Russia and that every time he handled the question it went to pieces 
“like quicksilver under my touch.” Reading was disappointed with such 
a small force and lack of unity of action, and he wondered why Wilson 
got Japanese approval before consulting Britain and France. Lansing com- 
mented, “Throughout this conference I felt that the French Ambassador 
and in a measure the Italian approved of our program, but that the British 
Ambassador was not entirely favorable because he felt Great Britain had 
been ignored.”®! 

Reading explained away his doubts about Wilson to Balfour on the pres- 
ident’s assurance that once the Japanese agreed everyone would be con- 
sulted. Lloyd George remained skeptical of the Wilsonian program. He 
was happy over intervention, but felt fourteen thousand men insufficient. 
Furthermore, such a small force would not guarantee that the “Czecho- 
Slovaks will not have their throats cut by German and Austrian prisoners.” 
The force should be large enough to secure Siberia to the Urals, otherwise 
“It is repeating fatal error of Khartoum expedition to relieve Gordon and 
unless it is modified it might end in exactly the same tragic results.” 

While awaiting the Japanese agreement, Wilson wrote an aide-mémoire, 
which he drafted for review by Polk, who added a paragraph concerning 
freedom of the Allies to define their policies. Wilson asked Polk to commu- 
nicate the amended document to the Allied governments. The memorandum 
“embodies our most conscientious consideration of questions which we felt 
obliged to test by every practical consideration.” He believed that the mem- 
orandum was of so confidential a nature that “I have, as you will see, written 
it myself on my own typewriter.” 

The aide-mémoire was a remarkable proposition. It began with an em- 
phasis on the main American agenda, winning the war in the West, which, it 
stated, might force it to decline other obligations. America had been asked 
to make additions to an already immense wartime program. It could not 
slacken since the crisis in the West remained. It was in France that the 
instrumentalities were created to sustain an American force, at great cost. 
The only diversion was the Italian front because it was part of a single line. 
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Russian intervention would add to the confusion, injure Russia, and be of no 
advantage to the main design. It would make use of Russia without serving 
her, and foreign armies would drain her substance. Military action in Russia 
could only be rationalized to help the Czechoslovaks, steady any Russian 
efforts at self-government or self-defense they might be willing to accept, 
guard military stores, and render such aid as would be acceptable to Rus- 
sians. The necessity was to help the Czechoslovaks. This action was what 
the Russian people desired. The United States was willing to contribute a 
small force in Siberia as well as Murmansk. “But it owes it to frank counsel 
to say that it can go no further than these modest and experimental plans. 
It is not in a position, and has no expectation of being in a position, to 
take part in organized intervention in adequate force from either Vladivos- 
tok or Murmansk and Archangel.”™ If other purposes developed, Wilson 
maintained, the United States would feel obliged to withdraw the troops. 

Wilson used Polk’s addition to note that these conclusions were not to 
criticize other governments. All that was intended was a frank statement of 
policy. By securing the rear of the Czechoslovaks, America wished to as- 
sure the people of Russia “in the most public and solemn manner.” Wilson 
concluded by offering at the earliest opportunity to send an economic com- 
mission that would follow but not interfere with the goal of safely removing 
the Czechoslovaks. 

Polk looked for a Japanese statement. No response was forthcoming until 
seventeen days later. He reported that France agreed and the British and 
Italians were forthcoming, but he wrote, “I have heard nothing from the 
Japanese Ambassador, although he told me late yesterday afternoon that 
he expected to receive a message from his Government today.”°° He desired 
a statement to the press by Wilson but suggested changes concerning an 
Eastern Front: say nothing and keep the Germans guessing, while stressing 
Allied efforts in the West. 

Issued on August 3 when the Japanese reply was finally in hand, that 
statement included a final paragraph noting the hope of the United States 
that its Allies would actively aid the contemplated military and economic 
plans. Wilson omitted “explicit” from the draft. The word had occurred 
in the penultimate paragraph dealing with guarantees of noninterference 
or intervention in the political life of Russia and that there should be no 
impairment of Russia’s territorial integrity: “The Japanese Government, it 
is understood, will issue a similar explicit assurance.”” 

While Wilson awaited a definite Japanese reply, the British went along 
with the aide-mémoire. Reading explained to Lloyd George that the best 
course was to accept Wilson’s “proposals simplicities” and to “let situa- 
tion develop.” Balfour told Reading that although he was satisfied with 
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the American decision, he and the War Cabinet viewed the size of the 
American-Japanese force as inadequate. ® 

On July 24 Ambassador Viscount Kikujiro Ishii finally brought Polk his 
government's answer. Political reasons had prevented Japan from binding 
itself to a force of seven thousand because the Japanese people would feel 
imposed on by a lack of confidence by America. The Japanese government, 
Ishii explained, realized that there was no lack of confidence, though it, too, 
felt the suggested force too small and planned to send in a division of twelve 
thousand. As Polk remarked, “I suppose the number of troops they intend to 
send now is not as important as their reserving the right to send more later.” 
The Japanese document differed with Wilson’s in terms of what constituted 
“suitable forces” and, if called on by further exigencies, whether or not to 
send another detachment. Japan reaffirmed the policy of “respecting the 
territorial integrity of Russia and of abstaining from all interference in her 
internal politics.” 

Clemenceau’s special envoy to Washington, Henri Bergson, well-known 
philosopher, observed that the Japanese had delayed in giving a clear yes 
or no, and that Ishii had made one vague statement after another. The 
Japanese wanted enormous supplies, especially steel. Wilson told Bergson 
that America could say yes only to the money. House also reported on 
Wilson’s uneasiness over the Japanese delay: “The President is fretted with 
the Japanese attitude.” House cited the Japanese failure to limit the size of 
their forces, their lack of altruism, and all their excuses. House continued: 
“The President sent rather a peremptory note to our Ambassador at Tokyo, 
telling him that unless they would agree to intervene upon our terms, there 
would be no intervention at all with our consent.” The Japanese coun- 
terproposal had agreed only that Japan “send troops to Vladivostok but 
reserve the right to send other troops elsewhere appears to represent the 
minimum offer of the present Ministry.””° 

In an interview with the Japanese ambassador on July 25, 1918, Polk 
made plain that the United States would accept a Japanese division of 
ten to twelve thousand and the fact of the Japanese having command, but 
“We felt that by sending troops in not only without any limitation as to 
number, but even indicating that more troops would be sent if the occasion 
demanded, the natural impression would be created in the Russian mind 
that this was an expedition which had more in view than merely assisting 
the Czechs.” The United States would probably be unable to participate 
in a larger expedition. When Admiral Knight requested reinforcements, 
the president told Daniels, “I wish I could give Knight the information 
he desires about the troops to be sent to Vladivostok, but unhappily the 
Japanese Government is trying to alter the whole plan in a way to which 
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we cannot consent, and for the time being at any rate the whole matter is 
in suspense.”7! 

The Japanese came sufficiently close to President Wilson’s position that 
he agreed and gave out a press release confirming the agreement. Ishii 
offered Polk Japan’s assurances that no more troops than necessary would 
be sent to help the Czechs. Though his government continued to think 
a larger force was necessary, “for immediate action, and in view of the 
attitude of this Government, his Government authorized him to say that 
they accepted our proposals, reserving the question as to the sending of 
additional troops to Vladivostok or elsewhere until circumstances should 
arise which might make it necessary.” Polk had asked Ishii two or three 
times whether the Japanese would be limited to ten or twelve thousand, 
and Ishii thought, “there was no question.” 

It was not until August that the War Department cabled the Philippines 
for the Twenty-seventh and Thirty-first Infantry Regiments, a field hospital, 
and an ambulance company, asking that they embark for Vladivostok. Ma- 
jor General William S. Graves was to bring an additional five thousand men 
from the Eighth Division at Camp Fremont, California. This would raise 
the total force to seven thousand. The peak size of U.S. forces ultimately 
serving in northern Russia was 5,710, those in Siberia 8,388. The Twenty- 
seventh Infantry arrived in Vladivostok on August 16 and two days later 
the Thirty-first arrived. On September | Graves and the remainder of the 
force sailed into Golden Horn Bay.” 

The combination of diplomatic pressure and appeals from the Supreme 
War Council became too much for Wilson to ignore. The president also felt 
pressure from within the American government. March noted the “tremen- 
dous drive” to get America committed. The president had “been pulled 
and hauled.” Baker said the government had “been literally beset” by the 
Russian question. The president himself wrote that he had “been sweating 
blood over the question of what it is right and feasible (possible) to do in 
Russia.” Lloyd George was to tell the War Cabinet later, commenting on the 
failure of Allied policy in Russia, that he “did not think we should blame the 
Americans, as they had always been very much against undertaking oper- 
ations against the Bolsheviks, and what they had done up to date was only 
on account of the pressure which had been brought to bear on President 
Wilson.” 


3. 


In summary, pressure for American support of intervention in northern 
Russia and Siberia, especially from the British, was continual. It is useful, 
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therefore, to review the nature of that pressure, as it was the one decision 
of Wilson’s that caused the most controversy in his entire Russian policy. 
Had there been no Allied pressure, there probably would have been no 
American intervention. London’s interest in intervention derived from a 
fear of German victory, concern about investments, alarm as to German 
or Bolshevik advances into British possessions (especially India), and, of 
course, the threat of Bolshevism.” 

The British did not waste time with Ambassador Walter Hines Page 
in London, concentrating instead on the president and the people who had 
immediate access to him. Reading visited Wilson and other Americans, such 
as Lansing and House. Wiseman obtained interviews with the president. He 
strove to persuade each government that the other’s position on Russia was 
“somewhat similar to its own,” even though the positions actually differed 
measurably.”¢ 

The campaign’s object was always the same—to bring about American 
intervention. The British believed American participation necessary if in- 
tervention were to have success, as the Americans would have to provide 
manpower, supplies, and the finances. There were feelers as early as De- 
cember 1917 concerning American and Japanese willingness to protect the 
Trans-Siberian railway and to supply food to Russia. Lansing hoped no 
action would be necessary, especially by the Japanese. Already Wilson and 
Lansing had established the first theme of American policy toward Russia 
after the revolution: “Do nothing.””” 

At the same time the Supreme War Council was urging the president 
to intervene. This constituted the other half of the Allied effort. The War 
Council had an extended discussion in late November, when the mainte- 
nance of the Eastern Front was of the utmost concern. House visited the 
council, where he expressed little interest in Allied projects to aid such anti- 
Bolshevik Russians as General A. M. Kaledin in southern Russia. Military 
representatives soon drew up a memorandum on “The Situation in Rus- 
sia,” which urged support for groups that proposed to keep fighting, but 
the plan came to nothing. By January 1918, however, the council had of 
necessity become preoccupied with restoration of the Eastern Front. From 
January until July the U.S. military representative to the council led an 
uncomfortable life. He found himself a holdout against action in Russia.” 

In late January the British cabled Wilson the details of a plan to con- 
trol the Trans-Siberian railway. Wilson put them off. He told Wiseman 
he detected no military advantage and believed the Japanese unwilling to 
participate. He did agree to seek General Bliss’s opinion about the plan. 
Wiseman came away from the interview convinced that the president could 
be persuaded if Bliss would testify to the plan’s military value: “President 
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is particularly anxious not to appear as obstructing any of your [Balfour's] 
schemes.””? 

Asked by Wilson about intervention, Bliss called a meeting of the military 
representatives to the Supreme War Council, resulting in Joint Note 16, 
“Japanese Intervention in Siberia,” which supported Japanese occupation 
of part of the Trans-Siberian railway. A joint Allied mission would adminis- 
ter the occupation. Bliss doubted that military advantage would result but 
found that his colleagues favored “an immediate occupation of the entire 
length of the Siberian Railway.” He thought that he had limited the plan 
to the area near Vladivostok and believed that he had to concur for the 
sake of “morale.” German gains in Russia and their impending strike in the 
West had resulted in a feeling of desperation —the probable explanation for 
such propositions.” There had to be “yielding at times on the part of each 
Representative or else nothing would be accomplished.” Washington’s re- 
action was immediate. Wilson refused to approve because such inter-allied 
projects threatened his war aims and peace plans. Bliss understood Wil- 
son’s decision but responded that it was “likely that strong pressure will be 
brought to bear on the United States” on this topic. At this same time, it 
was apparent to Balfour that the president would consent to participation 
in any Siberian plan “only under the strongest pressure from the Allies.”®° 

Wilson’s advisers fortified his opposition. Lansing, House, Baker, Bliss, 
and March all opposed involvement. When the British pressed for a Japa- 
nese intervention, the president decided not to help, although he said that 
the United States would not obstruct the plan. The president changed his 
mind, and informed the Allies that he hoped no action would be necessary. 
The president believed even indirect approval would damage his ability to 
postpone settlement of political issues until the war ended. Reading soon 
cabled London that pressure on House might bring some change.*! The 
British plan then came to center on converting those personages around 
Wilson to intervention, believing that they would convince the president. 

Given this Allied campaign, it is possible to understand better the pres- 
ident’s reaction to the Russian situation. Wilson’s initial response in late 
1917 was confused. He was concerned that “all sorts of work in Rus- 
sia now is rendered extremely difficult because no one channel connects 
with any other.” His inclination was to let events run. When House urged 
that criticism of the new government stop and the United States pursue 
its own policy, separate from the Allies, the president agreed. Wilson ex- 
pressed some leniency toward the Bolsheviks by praising in his Fourteen 
Points speech their negotiators at Brest-Litovsk for sincerity and earnest- 
ness in demanding that the conference be held “within open, not closed, 
doors.” ®? 
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The reaction in the State Department to the events in Russia circum- 
scribed certain options for the president. While opposed for some time 
to American military intervention, State Department officers were anti- 
Bolshevik. Lansing was alarmed about the implications of this. By early 
December, Lansing had decided it would be “unwise to give recognition to 
Lenine, Trotsky and their crew of radicals.” He thought events would “far 
surpass in brutality and destruction of life and property the Terror of the 
French Revolution.” Lansing gained the president’s support for financial 
aid to Britain and France in their efforts to extend support to Kaledin in 
southern Russia, though that came to little. Wilson did put limits on Lansing 
and the department. He refused to send Major Stanley Washburn ona forty- 
day speaking tour to expound his anti-Bolshevik views. In late December, 
the president rejected an intensive propaganda battle inside Russia against 
the Bolsheviks. The president wrote Creel, “You are taking just the right 
position. It must be our position for the time being, at any rate, and must 
wait to see our way before pushing forward any faster.”*®* 

One of the issues dividing Wilson and Lansing concerned contacts with 
the Bolsheviks. Wilson wondered about a statement to the Bolshevik lead- 
ers, through unofficial channels, about the American attitude. Lansing 
countered that Creel’s representatives could distribute the message. The 
president thought a recommendation that one of the Allies establish rela- 
tions “with the Bolshevik de facto government, the others holding aloof,” 
well worth considering. The State Department insisted on nonrecognition. 
Wilson shortly forwarded to the State Department a suggestion by Senator 
Robert L. Owen that the United States recognize the Bolshevik government 
as de facto. He told Owen that “what you recommend has constituted no 
small part of my thought in recent weeks.” State Department reaction came 
swiftly. Miles noted that “it seems to me quite impossible to recognize as de 
facto authorities a Government which includes among its extreme views a 
repudiation of all foreign obligations.”* 

Differences between the president and his secretary of state continued. 
Wilson wrote Lansing, “As I understand it, our official representative in 
Petrograd is keeping in touch with the Bolshevik leaders informally. Am I 
not right?” Miles was quick to straighten the president out: “The Depart- 
ment has steadily refused to allow the Embassy or Consulate at Petrograd to 
enter into any relationships with the Bolshevik authorities, either formally 
or informally.”®> There had been contacts, but the State Department had 
done all it could to stop them. Wilson was increasingly unhappy with the 
activities of Robins, especially during the period in which the Bolsheviks 
and the Germans negotiated to end the war on the Eastern Front. It was 
“very annoying to have this man Robins, in whom I have no confidence 
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whatever, acting as political adviser in Russia and sending his advice to 
private individuals.” But Wilson realized that as there were no official or 
unofficial negotiations between the American diplomats and the Bolshe- 
viks, Robins served a certain purpose and might remain “until things clear 
up a bit in that unhappy country.” The president discussed with House 
in mid-February the possibility of recognizing the Bolsheviks and even 
sought British opinion, but opposition came from both Britain and the State 
Department. * 

Perhaps the most revealing example of State Department attempts to 
move the president from possible contact with the Bolsheviks occurred 
when Wilson drafted a statement in early March 1918 to greet the con- 
vening of the Congress of the Soviets. The State Department qualified this 
indication of goodwill. Wilson said that Americans were sympathetic to the 
Russian people, especially as Germany had tried to “turn back the whole 
process of revolution and substitute the wishes of Germany for the purposes 
of the people of Russia.” At the State Department’s suggestion, “whole pro- 
cess of revolution” became “struggle for freedom.” And while Wilson’s draft 
had said, “I beg to assure the Congress” that the American people supported 
Russian sovereignty and independence, the State Department revised the 
message to read “I beg to assure the people of Russia through the Congress.” 
Both changes represented the differences between Wilson and the State 
Department. Polk was the one who made the changes in the message. He 
was afraid that it could be considered “an official communication” and be 
treated “contemptuously” by the Soviets.®” 

Wilson was not pro-Bolshevik, by any means, and he was not, as already 
shown, even deeply interested in events in Russia. This, of course, helps to 
explain his lost opportunities of 1917. He usually allowed the State Depart- 
ment to handle operations concerning Russia, perhaps showing that Wilson 
had assigned a lower priority to that country. He gradually displayed flex- 
ibility in regard to the Bolsheviks, partially, no doubt, because they also 
were not at that time of the highest priority with him. That changed. In this 
case the State Department's attitudes may have limited his options. Any 
Wilsonian negotiation with the Bolsheviks would have to take place against 
the backdrop of active opposition from Lansing and the State Department. 
Both Wilson’s and Lansing’s appreciation of Russia matured in the caldron 
of World War I. 

The State Department's anti-Bolshevism was most important because 
House and Baker, who had frequent access to Wilson and could have 
worked against intervention, were neutralized. Wilson did not seek House’s 
advice on Russia as on other topics. He was reacting to House’s friendship 
with Reading and Wiseman —associations which probably led the president 
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to conclude that House’s advice would support British objectives. House 
did not know what to advise. He told the president what courses were 
open. House came to support the British position and told Wilson so. Baker 
was consistently opposed to sending troops to Russia. But his position was 
weakened by sensitivity to Allied pressure exerted through the Supreme 
War Council and concern that the Allies were losing faith in the United 
States —a concern he passed on to the president. 

Given these circumstances, Lansing and the State Department emerged 
as a force shaping Wilson’s decisions on Russia simply because, on the one 
hand, Lansing could control the daily diplomacy that the president could not 
hope to micro-manage and, on the other hand, Wilson always considered 
Russia of lesser importance than the Western Front. When pressure em- 
anating from within the government coincided with the pressures coming 
from the Allied diplomats and the Supreme War Council, Wilson was to 
find himself isolated. 

Almost immediately following the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk, the great 
German offensive broke out in March 1918. It revived the question of 
intervention within the Supreme War Council. Without Bliss, military rep- 
resentatives decided to support action in northern Russia at Murmansk 
and Archangel and began to query the American government. A small 
contingent of British troops landed, with the agreement of the Murmansk 
Soviet, to help protect the city from German attack. Trotsky seemingly gave 
approval.8 

In early April, the military representatives adopted Joint Note 20, “The 
Situation in the Eastern Theatre,” calling for intervention by the Japanese 
with assistance from the Czechoslovak Legion. Bliss refused to sign, al- 
though he promised to forward the note to Washington. He told his col- 
leagues that such matters were “for diplomatic negotiation by his Govern- 
ment.” The reaction was predictable. Baker informed Wilson that Bliss felt 
“embarrassed, being one of the military advisers, to sit into the conference 
on this subject when he knew that you regarded it as more political than 
military, and that he was equally embarrassed in refusing to participate 
in the discussions, since refusal by one nation’s representative to discuss 
one question might be a precedent for similar action by others, ultimately 
disintegrating the Council.”®? 

British diplomatic pressure persisted. The British began to press for in- 
volvement. Following the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk, London asked again 
for the president’s approval of Japanese intervention. Wilson refused, but 
House was weakening. He told Wiseman that he was “inclined to agree 
that, apart from intrinsic value of the scheme, it may be advisable, even 
necessary, to put it into effect for the sake of allied morale.” By the end 
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of April, Reading was convinced that the “best way to gain President's 
assent is by first convincing House.” Reading met with Wilson on April 25. 
The president again expressed doubt about the plans for Siberia, but the 
ambassador sensed some movement: “His attitude is different, from that 
hitherto adopted and is more favorably disposed.”®! 

Wilson’s policy from January until May, however, was to let events work 
themselves out and to oppose every plan to intervene. Events were moving 
too fast —they were “kaleidoscopic,” so he told Thomas W. Lamont. Writing 
to Charles W. Eliot, he unburdened himself: “I wish most earnestly that it 
were possible to find some way to help, but as soon as we have thought 
out a working plan there is a new dissolution of the few crystals that had 
formed there.” During the months between January and April 1918, he 
had become increasingly unhappy with the Bolsheviks, especially when 
they broke up the Russian Constituent Assembly in January and signed 
a final treaty with the Germans in March. But his policy still was to do 
nothing. Waiting for some pattern to emerge, he showed a reluctance to 
speak to people about Russia. He refused to see Thompson because he felt 
that “information and advice are futile, until there is something definite to 
plan with as well as for.” 

He was especially irritated when the Allies tried to involve themselves in 
the internal politics of Russia. In February he had seen nothing “wise or 
practicable” in the British plans for Siberia. And when a New York Evening 
Post writer suggested intervention, he said that the correspondent “entirely 
misinterpreted the spirit and principles of the Government if he thinks 
it possible for it to propose to interfere” in any other country. When he 
backed away from approval of Japanese involvement in Siberia in early 
March, Polk actually argued the question with him, but without success. 
Long suggested a plan for intervention in Siberia, but Wilson did “not think 
that it would be practicable.” When the British pushed for an American 
presence in Siberia in late March, the president could not find “sufficient 
cause for altering our position.” 

In April and May, Wilson realized he would have to give in on Russia. 
He considered possible intervention in northern Russia. That campaign had 
more —though not much more —military value; it bypassed the Japanese; 
it had the possibility of being approved by the Bolsheviks; it had more 
support from the American military; and, so he thought, it could be severely 
limited, thus blocking any possible Allied plans for intervention in the civil 
war there. Wilson may have hoped that he could forestall Allied pressure by 
concessions in northern Russia. He wrote Daniels that he favored sending 
a warship “if it can be done without sacrificing more important objects,” 
especially on the Western Front. The United States should send a vessel 
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of “sufficient force to command respect and afford real cooperation.” Even 
here, it will be recalled, he cautioned the commander “not to be drawn in 
further than the present action there without first seeking and obtaining 
instructions by cable from home.” The mission of the vessel was to assist 
in recovering the Allied stores and to protect Allied interests in northern 
Russia.” 

A strong Allied push for American participation in Russian intervention 
began with adoption by the Supreme War Council of Joint Note 25, “Trans- 
portation of Czech Troops from Russia.” The note called for Allied support 
of the Czech troops, which were to concentrate at Vladivostok, Murmansk, 
and Archangel. These plans caused Bliss a good deal of anguish. He warned 
Baker that Japanese troops would throw the Russians into the arms of 
the Germans.” The president insisted on the principles of Russian terri- 
torial integrity and political independence. Intervention via Vladivostok, 
the president told March, was impracticable “because of the vast distance 
involved, the size of the forces necessary to be effective, and financing such 
an expedition would mean a burden which the United States at this time 
ought not assume.” The president approved “any practical military efforts 
which can be made at and from Murmansk or Archangel.” Even in northern 
Russia such efforts had to have the “sure sympathy of the Russian people 
and should not have as their ultimate objects any restoration of the ancient 
regime or any other interference with the political liberty of the Russian 
people.” 

The meeting of the Supreme War Council on June 1-3 concerned both 
northern Russia and Siberia. Seizing on Wilson’s concession on northern 
Russia, the council adopted Joint Note 31, “Allied Intervention at Russian 
Allied Ports,” dated June 3. Allied troops were to take Murmansk and 
Archangel. Allied pressure had finally drawn Wilson’s reluctant concur- 
rence to the operation. Even here the president insisted that Foch go on 
record in support of the operation. Dutifully, Foch replied that the value 
of the planned occupation was “indisputable.” The Allies moved quickly 
on Wilson’s concession. Soon Allied troops were in northern Russia. As 
already noted, Wilson gave in to Allied pressure and eventually dispatched 
several thousand American troops to northern Russia. 

If the beleaguered president thought that his concession on northern 
Russia would be enough, he was mistaken. The Allies wanted intervention 
in Siberia and decided to discover whether the Japanese were prepared to 
carry it out. British plans for Siberia were reinforced by a turn in American 
opinion, which now seemed to favor intervention. Documents brought from 
Russia by Sisson purported to show that Bolshevik leaders were in the pay 
of Germany, though these documents were later proven to be forgeries. The 
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Czechoslovak Legion gained sympathy. British pressure remained. Wilson 
told Wiseman that no military man had convinced him an Eastern Front 
could be restored. He remarked that “he would go as far as intervening 
against the wishes of the Russian people —knowing that it was eventually 
for their good — providing he thought the scheme had any practical chance 
of success.” But the only result would be to rally Russians against the Allies. 
Wilson’s solution in early June was to “watch the situation carefully and 
sympathetically, and be ready to move whenever the right time arrived.”%” 

Lansing and House decided to support some action in Siberia. On June 
21 House told the president that a decision on the Russian problem was “a 
question of days rather than months.” Once House became convinced that 
some action in Siberia, preferably economic action, was necessary, he even 
advised the British and French representatives in America which arguments 
they should bring up in their discussions with the president and which 
they should omit. At House’s suggestion, Wilson conferred with Reading, 
who came away believing that the president recognized the impossibility 
of sending any kind of relief to Siberia without military backing. Reading's 
view, so he informed Balfour, was “that if only a small force perhaps not more 
than fifteen to twenty thousand men of which the larger number should be 
Americans were once introduced into Siberia there would be little difficulty 
hereafter in getting the president's agreement to a more advanced policy of 
military intervention.” While the president still had not agreed, Reading 
became convinced that he was moving in that direction. The canny envoy 
even advised Balfour to keep Kerensky in Britain because his planned visit 
to the United States might have a “bad effect.”°8 Meanwhile, the British also 
did what they could to publicize the difficulty the Czechoslovak Legion had 
encountered in its movement eastward along the Trans-Siberian railway. 

The French also were busy. Jusserand had seen Lansing several times 
during the first half of 1918, leaving communications favoring intervention 
that were forwarded to the president. General H. M. Berthelot, head of the 
French military mission to Romania, and Marcel Delanney, recently ap- 
pointed ambassador to Tokyo, met with the president and discussed Siberia. 
Wilson told Delanney that he “would try to be” convinced of the need for 
intervention for the sake of Allied unity and told General Berthelot that he 
awaited “the advice of General Foch; I have been the first to desire unity 
in the High Command. It is not for me to give a bad example and refuse 
to recognize his authority.”°? While Wilson seems to have been unaware of 
these differences in French governmental circles, he became aware of the 
French support for intervention. 

The Allies prepared well for the July meeting of the Supreme War Coun- 
cil. Foch anticipated Wilson’s desire for his approval, cabling the president, 
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“More than ever, in the interest of military success in Europe, I consider the 
expedition to Siberia as a very important factor for victory, provided action 
be immediate.” The Japanese agreed to intervene as far as Irkutsk, pro- 
vided the U.S. government approved. The Allies now presented their most 
forceful case. The British, French, and Italian prime ministers appealed 
directly to Wilson. 1 

All the while Wilson had hoped that Russia would solve its own problems. 
Now he realized that the Allies would not stop the pressure until there was 
action in Siberia. He began to consider a “kind of relief expedition for 
Russia.” After it became clear that relief without military aid would fail 
and the Allies had made plain that relief was not enough, he seized on 
the Czechoslovak issue, even gaining Masaryk’s concurrence. When the 
American minister to China, Reinsch, cabled Wilson about Czechoslovak 
troops, Wilson finally saw “the shadow of a plan that might be worked.” 
Wilson viewed the Czechoslovaks as an instrument to end Allied pressure. !°! 

The president set severe limits on intervention and attempted to restrict 
political involvement. He did not accept Lansing’s suggestion of a “political 
High Commissioner.” He agreed to provide a limited force to guard supplies 
in northern Russia and to assemble seven thousand troops at Vladivostok, 
along with that many Japanese, to guard stores and help the Czechs embark 
for France. His aide-mémoire claimed that victory would be won or lost 
on the Western Front.!° Furthermore, no sooner had Allied intervention 
begun in September 1918 than World War I ended in November. A major 
part of the Allied rationale for its troops being in Russia collapsed. 


Seven 


1919 
Paris in the Spring 


A the Paris Peace Conference during the long months from January 
until the signing of the treaty with Germany late in June 1919, the 
president sought to do something, he was uncertain what, to resolve what 
he and everyone else denominated “the Russian problem,” that is, what to do 
about the Bolsheviks. A critic, Herbert Hoover, watched him move from one 
solution to another, and he might have described him as uncharitably as he 
did Russia: “a specter which wandered into the Peace Conference almost 
daily.”! To be sure, this was unfair, for the president was accomplishing 
some things and attempting others. But the “Russian problem” persisted. 
Wilson in the end tried three initiatives: Prinkipo, the Bullitt mission, and 
the Nansen relief plan. None of them got much beyond the planning stages. 

When the Supreme War Council met on the eve of the opening of the 
great conference at Paris, on January 12, a heated discussion ensued over 
Marshal Foch’s plan for moving Polish troops from France to the new 
Poland, to face forces of the Red Army. This could have been the beginning 
of a large Allied invasion of Russia. The president saw the challenge, and as 
the minutes recorded his wrath, in words that doubtless were not altogether 
his, he “pointed out that perhaps it might be unwise to express an opinion on 
the subject by itself because it would form a part of a much vaster problem; 
there was great doubt in his mind as to whether ‘Bolshevism’ could be 
checked by arms.”? 

It was the beginning of meetings that took place even before the confer- 
ence’s opening, and the antagonists were careful. French Premier Clem- 
enceau said the case should be postponed until Bolshevism could be dealt 
with. Foreign Secretary Balfour asked whether this contingency was not 
provided for in clause sixteen of the armistice, which conferred wide powers 
on the council. Foreign Minister Pichon thought it important to repatriate 
Russian prisoners of war. If they were allowed to cross the frontier, Prime 
Minister Lloyd George said, they would be “asked by Bolsheviks either to 
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join their party or to have their throats cut.” It was not merely a question of 
feeding them, but whether they could be moved to the Ukraine or any other 
safe part of Russia. Foch asked that a committee study the question and 
report. Again Wilson spoke up, “that Russia itself was in a condition that 
the Allies did not like and could not control; Russia being in the condition 
in which she was, he did not believe it possible to introduce such a decision 
into the terms of the armistice.” The meeting acceded to Foch’s suggestion 
to form a committee.® 

As for recognition of Russia, Pichon noted that several groups purported 
to represent Russia. Should the counterinsurgent Omsk government under 
the White Admiral Alexander V. Kolchak send delegates? The Bolshevik 
government was recognized by two-thirds of the Russian people, he said, 
and was a de facto government. Wilson agreed that White Russian leaders, 
generally all those who opposed Lenin and were then in Paris, should not 
be admitted to the conference.‘ 

The president favored a British scheme to summon the factions to Paris 
to meet each other. Others thought the idea that Lenin and his opponents 
could discuss anything was ludicrous. A breakthrough came on January 
18. In December the Bolsheviks’ envoy, Maxim Litvinov, had asked to 
see representatives of the Allies in Copenhagen to negotiate a settlement 
of the civil war. It was decided to send the American attaché in London, 
William H. Buckler. He met with Litvinov on January 14-16. The Soviets 
were willing to pay the foreign debt, protect foreign enterprises, and grant 
concessions. “The conciliatory attitude of the Soviet Government is unques- 
tionable.”> The debt would take time. So would protection and concessions. 
Propaganda in foreign countries would cease. Amnesty would extend to all 
Russians. There would be self-determination for Finland, Poland, and the 
Ukraine. 

A correspondent for the Manchester Guardian and a sympathizer close to 
the Bolshevik leadership, Arthur Ransome, believed that the Bolsheviks 
would consent to the Urals as a boundary. Ransome thought that no non- 
Bolshevik government could exist in Siberia without intervention. The Al- 
lied commander in Eastern Europe, General Franchet d’Esperey, told Bliss 
that the time for intervention in European Russia had passed.° 

In the Council of Ten, which evolved from the Allied Supreme Council 
and consisted of two ranking delegates from each of the five great powers, 
Wilson offered to ask the factions to send representatives to some other 
place than Paris, perhaps Salonica. Lloyd George had pointed out the ad- 
vantage of Salonica or Lemnos: Russian representatives could pass through 
the Black Sea without entering other countries. When the Italian Foreign 
Minister, Baron Sidney Sonnino, mentioned that Russian representatives 
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were in Paris and could be heard, the president replied that they ought to 
be heard, but that it would be “desirable to get all these representatives 
in one place, and still better, all in one room, in order to obtain a close 
comparison of views.” Sonnino countered that the parties in Paris did not 
wish to hear the Soviets and besides, “The Allies were now fighting against 
the Bolsheviks who were their enemies, and therefore they were not obliged 
to hear them with the others.”” 

Clemenceau did not favor conversations with the Bolsheviks because he 
felt that they were criminals; he threatened to resign if they were invited to 
Paris. Bolshevism was spreading to the Baltic and Poland, Budapest and 
Vienna; Italy was in danger. “If Bolshevism, after spreading in Germany, 
were to traverse Austria and Hungary and so reach Italy, Europe would be 
faced with a very great danger.” He favored erecting barriers. But “in the 
presence of his colleagues he felt compelled to make some concessions as it 
was essential that there should not be even the appearance of disagreement 
amongst them.”§ 

Lansing indicated that the president would draft an appeal to the factions 
to “lay their cases before an international commission.” The following day he 
stated, “Agreed on an address drawn by Pres’t. to Russian factions which 
was discussed this a.m. Delegates are to meet at Isle of Princes on Sea 
of Marmora.” He was not sanguine. Wilson’s physician, Cary T. Grayson, 
wrote privately that the president had prepared an outline of what he called 
the “Prince’s Island Invitation.” He noted, “It was an invitation to all of 
the factions in Russia to declare a truce, and to send delegates to meet 
in February to determine whether they could reconcile their views and 
thus secure representation at the Peace Conference.” He added that the 
president insisted on “no interference with internal affairs of Russia, but 
that the Allies would do everything possible they could to help the Russian 
people from the outside.”® 

The Council of Ten adopted the president’s proclamation of January 22 — 
to invite representatives to confer with the associated powers — by February 
15. By February 12 the last replies were received, almost all negative, two 
days before the brief departures for home of Wilson and Lloyd George from 
Paris. !° 

The Bolsheviks again focused on loans, credits, and concessions, giving no 
attention to a cessation of hostilities, aside from the fact that they agreed to 
attend a conference. Commissar for Foreign Affairs Chicherin sent a radio- 
telegram complaining that he had only received a press account of an invita- 
tion. It was not until February 4 that a response from the Soviet government 
was received. The Bolshevik acceptance — “evasive,” “somewhat insulting,” 
and “after the fashion of early Soviet diplomatic communications” — failed 
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to promise a stop to the advance of Soviet troops into Poland and the Baltic 
area. No wonder that Wilson was quoted as saying that the Soviet reply 
was “studiously insulting.” !! 

With the exception of the Soviets and Estonians, the other factions re- 
jected the offer. The Provisional Government of Archangel found the invita- 
tion impossible. The Omsk government seemed willing to comply if ordered, 
but otherwise opposed the offer. Ukraine made attendance dependent on 
withdrawal of the Red Army. The Omsk government then decided that 
under no conditions would it attend because it “rejected any possibility of 
an agreement with the Bolsheviks as well as any negotiations with them.” 
The governments of Siberia, Archangel, and southern Russia made clear 
that never would they exchange ideas with Bolsheviks. ? 

Given these responses, these refusals from all but the Bolsheviks and 
Estonians, Wilson found that belligerents could not be ordered to a room 
and left to fight it out —an activity he often suggested. No one in Paris had 
the power to make them attend a conference. !% 

William Bullitt of The Inquiry, now a member of Wilson’s peace commis- 
sion in Paris, had written House that it was important to withdraw Amer- 
ican troops from northern Russia to show that the Prinkipo proposal was 
in good faith. British Brigadier General Marlborough Churchill thought 
that six icebreakers could accomplish the move by sea, from Archangel to 
Murmansk, of twelve thousand American, British, French, and Russians. 
Bullitt claimed that unless action was taken, “we shall have another Gal- 
lipoli.” Consul De Witt Clinton Poole, now stationed in Archangel, reported 
that the new British commander at Archangel, Major General Edmund 
Ironside, said the military situation was critical. Bullitt scribbled a note for 
House: “The President can not act too quickly in this matter. He must get 
those troops out.” 4 

Always against intervention, General Bliss asked of British General Sir 
Henry Wilson what proportion of reinforcements should be American to 
secure a safe withdrawal? What sort of U.S. troops? What were troops to 
do once they got there? He recounted his conversation to General Pershing 
and the two agreed “it would be a wise thing if the President were to demand 
that these reinforcements be used to assist in a withdrawal and concentra- 
tion of our troops which are now badly scattered, provided this could be 
done with safety.” Bliss had criticized Major General Frederick C. Poole’s 
“wild expedition” that scattered troops in detached positions. He wrote the 
president: “I doubt the political or military wisdom of sending any more 
troops to North Russia except for the purpose of enabling the force that we 
now have there to concentrate at Murmansk and Archangel at the earliest 
moment that it can do so with safety.” Bliss received a written request: two 
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companies of railway troops, one for operating and one for maintenance, 
720 men. Yet even for this small request, “My proposition to the President 
will probably be that as soon as these troops can be withdrawn to the ports, 
they should be so withdrawn and gotten out of Russia as soon as possible. 
They are not doing the slightest good there that I can see.” Although ice 
at the entrance to the White Sea was two to three feet thick, merchant 
vessels could get through with the help of icebreakers. Bliss recommended 
the railway troops. !® 

Bullitt made a stronger recommendation: “In view of the possibility of a 
military disaster, it is respectfully suggested that the Allies should offer an 
immediate armistice on all fronts to the Bolsheviks.” !® 

When Lansing tried to explain all this to Polk, the impossibility of the 
Russian situation became clear. The British, he thought, wanted to deal 
with the Bolsheviks. The French would have no dealings. Congress and the 
American press clamored to withdraw U.S. troops. !” 

Lloyd George's private secretary, Philip H. Kerr, wrote the prime min- 
ister of an astonishing conversation between Balfour and Clemenceau on 
the question of Prinkipo. Clemenceau had asked Balfour if he would do 
anything within reason for him, to which Balfour responded affirmatively. 
Then the premier said: “Will you postpone the Prinkipo question until after 
the President leaves?” The issue seemed dead. Yet it had to be brought up 
on Friday before Wilson left for his voyage home to sign legislation before 
Congress adjourned. Wilson would, then, return to Paris. Lloyd George 
said privately that Clemenceau would be happy to have Wilson out of town: 
“The old tiger wants the grizzly bear back in the Rocky Mountains.” !® 

The British War Cabinet met on February 12, 1919, and Secretary for 
War Winston Churchill reported that the moment of decision had arrived: 
troops must now either be withdrawn, or, if plans for intervention were 
adopted, larger forces must be sent.!? Lloyd George suggested the need for 
more military judgment. If withdrawal was decided, what effect would that 
have on the national states created in Eastern Europe? Since Wilson would 
oppose further intervention, the financial responsibility would be borne by 
Britain. 

The showdown in Paris on intervention occurred February 14, just before 
the president left for America. Churchill came to Paris, supposedly to carry 
out decisions of the War Cabinet for Lloyd George, which meant getting 
Wilson to agree to a Russian course. He restated the concern over the 
proposed Prinkipo conference. The War Cabinet, he explained, believed 
little would come of it if only the Bolsheviks attended.”° 

Wilson had a clear opinion on two points: Allied troops were doing “no 
sort of good in Russia,” that is, they did not know what or for whom they 
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were fighting; they were not assisting any common effort to establish order. 
As far as Prinkipo was concerned, he claimed that the conference had been 
established to find out about the Russian situation and assist in the estab- 
lishment of peace there as an “element of the world’s peace.” Information, he 
suggested, might well be gathered by an informal meeting between Amer- 
ican representatives and the Bolsheviks, especially since their response to 
the invitation was, in the president’s words, “uncalled for” and “insulting.” 
Instead of answering to the points of the invitation concerning cessation 
of hostilities and withdrawal of troops, the Bolsheviks offered things not 
asked for, such as debt repayment and territorial compensation. The presi- 
dent concluded that if other Russian governments were unwilling to attend, 
the Allies should “imitate Mahomet, and go to them.”?! 

Winston Churchill, Lord Milner’s successor at the War Office, responded 
that though withdrawal was a logical policy, it would lead to the destruction 
of all non-Bolshevik troops in Russia: “Such a policy would be equivalent 
to pulling out the linch-pin from the whole machine. There would be no 
further resistance to the Bolsheviks in Russia, and an interminable vista of 
violence and misery was all that remained.” The president said that Allied 
forces could not stop the Bolsheviks, nor were the Allies prepared to send 
more troops. Churchill countered that “volunteers, technical experts, arms, 
munitions, tanks, aeroplanes, etc.” might be furnished. Wilson emphasized 
that not only in some areas would reactionaries be helped, but also in others 
no one could determine what was being supported, and “volunteers could 
probably not be obtained.” There would be retribution, there would have to 
bea reckoning, because Allied troops would have to withdraw. He admitted 
he did not act alone and that if it were the Council’s wish, he would “cast 
his lot with the rest.” 

Churchill thought that if Prinkipo failed, Wilson was ready to do his 
share “with the other allies in any military measures, which they considered 
necessary and practicable to support the Russian armies now in the field.” 
He added: “I consider this a very satisfactory note for him to end on and I 
conceive that we are entitled to count on American participation in any joint 
measures which we may have to take.” He suggested an Allied Council for 
Russian Affairs and another note to the Bolsheviks giving them ten days to 
stop fighting.” 

In Wilson’s absence, Churchill tried to persuade the Supreme War Coun- 
cil that intervention was necessary. He sent an overly optimistic message 
to Lloyd George explaining Wilson’s response to his suggestion that, if 
Prinkipo failed, the Allied and Associated Powers ought to have a well- 
thought-out military goal and ought to accomplish it if they decided to 
take action. Wilson, he believed, “would nevertheless if Prinkipo came to 
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nothing do his share with the other allies in any military measures which 
they considered necessary.” 

Churchill proposed a wireless to the Bolsheviks asking them to stop hos- 
tilities within ten days. If Prinkipo fell through, the Allies should have a 
military plan. But when the Prinkipo time limit passed, it seemed more 
prudent to set up a military commission, as he now called it, to prepare “a 
plan of war against the Bolsheviks.”° 

Churchill was advocating intervention. He wanted to bring troops into 
Russia and put down the “foul baboonery” of communism. The troops would 
have to be British and French, not American. And how serious was this sort 
of discussion with the American president absent? It was the sort of endless 
talk of alternatives that seemed to preoccupy Lloyd George and to amaze, 
perhaps disgust, or drive into silence and immobility the government of 
Clemenceau. 

War bothered Lloyd George: “Am very alarmed at your second telegram 
about planning war against the Bolsheviks. The Cabinet have never autho- 
rized such a proposal. They have never contemplated anything beyond sup- 
plying armies in anti-Bolshevik areas in Russia with necessary equipment 
to enable them to hold their own, and that only in the event of every effort 
of peaceable solution failing.” Churchill asked Balfour to accept March 15 
as the end of the Prinkipo offer and to cable Lloyd George that Prinkipo 
could not be kept alive.”® 

Balfour was prepared to back Churchill but reluctant to take the lead. 
For English and American opinion, Prinkipo had merit. It seemed that the 
War Cabinet allowed Churchill to pursue the issue because, as Balfour saw 
it, “you are bathed in the atmosphere which prevails in Downing Street and 
have received directions immediately from there.”?” 

Philip Kerr, secretary to the prime minister, sent news to Lloyd George 
that the conference would let the Prinkipo proposal lapse because no one 
had accepted its condition, the cessation of hostilities. That left Churchill’s 
proposal; as Kerr putit, “you are bang up against Mr. Churchill’s proposition 
of a war on the Bolsheviks with Allied volunteers, tanks, gas, Czechs, Polish 
and Finnish conscripts and the pro-Ally Russian armies.”® 

There was no enthusiasm on the American side. Bliss opposed anything 
that smacked of intervention. To Churchill’s proposal that a military com- 
mittee prepare a plan against Russia, Bliss wrote, “I think that it would be 
unwise if anything should be done with the consent of the United States 
which could be construed by anyone as indicating an intent on the part of 
the United States to take part in an intervention in Russia.” If America could 
see all other problems resolved and focus on Russia, it might be willing to 
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do its share. The Allies were free to do whatever they wished, but they must 
not assume America’s participation.” Bliss was given to logical posturing. 

House noted that Churchill was “persistent in pushing his plan for a 
military committee to examine into the question as to how Russia could 
best be invaded in the event it was necessary to do so.” House explained 
his own and Balfour’s subsequent victory: “I opposed this plan with the 
same vehemence. It was about to be adopted. . . . However, when I took my 
stand against Churchill, I suggested to Balfour a substitute resolution for the 
Churchill proposal.” Lansing’s notes make clear that “each delegation would 
consult its military representatives at Versailles on the points mentioned in 
Mr. Churchill’s resolution, that the military representatives would talk the 
matter over in confidence with each other, and that they would then report 
to their respective delegation as soon as possible.” House continued, “It was 
literally Balfour and myself against Churchill, the French and the Italians. 
We carried our point.” 

House cabled the president that “Churchill not only wished to question 
as to what military action by the associated governments was practicable 
with respect to Russia to be referred to a military commission, but also a 
public statement to be made of this reference.”*! That Lloyd George had no 
connection with Churchill was proven by the prime minister’s taking the 
measure of having Kerr show House all the instructions sent to Churchill. 
On February 17 the discussion was so anxious that it was deleted from the 
minutes of the Council of Ten. House was prepared to have Bliss state his 
view that “the United States could not employ any of her resources against 
Russia for we are not at war with Russia.” Reference was made to the tie 
vote in the Senate on the resolution demanding withdrawal of U.S. troops 
from Russia. Vice-President Thomas R. Marshall had broken the tie.” 

Two ideas now appeared, one about Prinkipo resulting from the collab- 
oration of Wiseman and Auchincloss, the other a result of conversation 
between House and Lansing. The first concluded that nothing should be 
said about breaking off negotiations. The Allies would note that they wished 
neither to intervene nor to make loans nor to receive concessions. Ifthe Bol- 
sheviks failed to attend the conference, forces would be sent to neighboring 
states. It would be clear that the Allies were ready to meet all Russian 
delegates. The other idea resulted from House’s conversation with Lansing 
on February 16 in which they discussed sending Bullitt to Russia. It was to 
bea fact-finding mission. Lincoln Steffens, the muckraking American jour- 
nalist, later claimed credit for the idea. According to Bullitt, Lord Alfred 
Northcliffe, the British newspaper magnate, had dreamed it up.* 

The president had stated in his last meeting at the Villa Majestic that if the 
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Russian governments would not come to Prinkipo, the Allies should imitate 
“Mahomet” and go to them. House was working on details of a commission 
to Moscow. 

House asked Bullitt to undertake a mission. Bullitt selected a Russian 
expert, Captain W. W. Pettit, and a naval secretary, R. L. Lynch. Steffens 
went along as “a friend of the Bolsheviks.” The mission left on February 22. 
Just before its departure, Kerr handed Bullitt a note with a list of condi- 
tions. Kerr thought, and may have assumed Lloyd George did, that Allied 
governments might resume relations with Moscow, including withdrawal. 
“Kerr stressed that his paper had ‘no official significance,’ and it remains a 
matter of dispute as to whether he had cleared or discussed it with Lloyd 
George. As it turned out, the proposed agreement . . . conformed closely 
to the one set forth in the Kerr memorandum.” Lansing did not know that 
Bullitt was a negotiator, rather than a fact-finder. House may have known. 
Certainly Wilson did not. Nothing was said to the French or other Allies. 
Neither Henry White, lone Republican on the peace commission and former 
ambassador to France, nor Bliss knew of the mission until after it departed. * 

Discussion of the situation continued. At a War Cabinet meeting of 
February 24 the British prime minister again referred to Britain’s Rus- 
sian policy. Part of the problem was that five governments had to agree. 
The prime minister was prepared to press for a policy at the War Cabinet 
meeting. 

Balfour wrote a summary of that meeting: the great powers were not 
prepared to send increased forces to Russia; Bolshevism, if it survived 
internal difficulties, would be in a position to make a formidable attack 
on any part of non-Bolshevik Russia. Allied forces were too scattered to 
support one another; the conclusion was that Allied forces should be with- 
drawn as soon as weather permitted and other Russian governments could 
be warned. Though the conclusion was natural, Balfour felt it was wrong 
because its effect would be to discourage Russian friends and encourage 
the Bolsheviks. Friends would feel betrayed and might make Allied retreat 
difficult; that kind of policy would render a Bolshevik victory certain. It was 
“hard to believe that the fabric of Soviet Government stands on any very 
solid foundation.”*” It might even tumble in ruins. If the Bolsheviks were 
relieved of Allied pressure, they could devote their energies to the West; 
Foch’s plan would have justification in using the small nations between 
the Central Powers and Russia assisted by western material if Bolshevism 
turned aggressive. “It hardly fits in, however, with the complete surrender 
to Bolshevism which the abandonment of Archangel, Siberia and the Don 
would seem to involve”; the consequences of evacuation meant “atrocious 
brutalities” by the Red Army toward those remaining, resulting in the most 
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“embittered and enduring” consequences. Balfour recognized that the Al- 
lies’ Russian friends made reckless charges. It would be a misfortune if the 
moderates felt that they not only had been abandoned but also suffered at 
the hands of the Allies.** No conclusions were reached. 

House received word from Bullitt that his party had left Paris and was 
now in Stockholm, where it was to receive help from Ambassador Ira Morris 
to make contact with a Bolshevik agent, the Swedish communist Kil Baum. 
That Bullitt was unclear about his mission’s purpose seemed evident: he 
asked House whether to send “a statement of the terms of the Soviet Gov- 
ernment” and whether he should return or stay on. He kept referring to the 
hardest part of the task as being in Paris, where “you have got to put tt across.” 
For Wilson, and perhaps Lloyd George, the idea of a mission was to gather 
data. House may have had something in mind more like Kerr’s note. There 
was ambiguity in the remarks of House. Chicherin met the mission in Petro- 
grad and ascertained its seriousness, wired Lenin, and brought the mission 
to Moscow. Bullitt negotiated with Chicherin and Litvinov and finally, on 
March 14, received Lenin’s conditions. They set April 10 as the deadline for 
an agreement. Lenin accepted Kerr’s memorandum: de facto governments 
on Russian soil would remain; Allied troops would be withdrawn; there 
would be a cessation of military aid to de facto governments; repudiated 
debt would be recognized by the Soviets; and so forth. After a week in 
Moscow, Bullitt left, arriving in Helsingfors; from there he dispatched the 
conditions that he and the Bolshevik leaders had worked out. Here was an 
important offer not to be received indifferently, though Bullitt’s procedure 
was probably unwise because it represented a fait accompli, leaving little 
room for further negotiation.” 

Lansing wrote Pichon on March 15, announcing a small Russian mission 
consisting of Bullitt, Pettit, and Lynch. Unofficially it was to obtain “recent 
information concerning the true situation in Petrograd and Moscow.” The 
French had not been informed, perhaps because it was thought that they had 
sabotaged Prinkipo. The mission was to be given “no notoriety or newspaper 
publicity to this affair lest its significance be exaggerated.” 

Ina “Text of Projected Peace Proposal By the Allied and Associated Gov- 
ernments,” which Bullitt sent to Wilson, Lansing, and House, these were 
the conditions: cessation of hostilities for two weeks pending a conference; a 
conference of all de facto governments, which were to remain in power and 
not be upset by force; the economic blockade to be raised and trade relations 
reestablished, including the right of the Soviets to unhindered rail transit 
and use of port facilities; Soviet citizens and official representatives to have 
free right of entry to Allied and Associated countries as well as de facto 
countries on the territory of the former Russian empire and likewise for all 
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those within Soviet territory; a general amnesty declared by all; withdrawal 
of all Allied military assistance and a reduction of armies by all states on the 
territory of the former Russian empire; and all such governments to rec- 
ognize responsibility for obligations of the former Russian empire. Bullitt 
cited other items: the armistice was to begin one week after the proposal 
was announced, with a neutral country to host the conference; Germany 
was to leave alone and be left alone; Poland and all neutral countries were 
to be extended the same rights as the Allies; Soviet Russia should accept 
these proposals no later than April 10.4! 

This proposal Bullitt sent from Helsingfors. He explained that he had 
been in daily conversation with Chicherin and Litvinov, and that the ex- 
ecutive council of the Soviet government approved the proposal. He had 
made clear that his visit was unofficial, but that he would bring this “abso- 
lutely secret” document to the attention of the Allies. He had found Lenin, 
Chicherin, and Litvinov “full of a sense of Russia’s need for peace, and 
therefore, disposed to be most conciliatory”; he continued, “I feel certain 
that details of their statement may be modified without it being unacceptable 
to them.”*? In regard to supplies for the Russian people, the Allies would 
send inspectors to oversee distribution. This did not include diplomatic 
representatives. Norway was considered a preferable place for a confer- 
ence. “Lenine, Tchitcherin, Litvinov and all other leaders of the Soviet 
Government with whom I talked expressed in the most straightforward, 
unequivocal manner the determination of the Soviet Government to pay 
its foreign debts, and I am convinced that there will be no dispute on this 
point.” 

Bullitt had solved the Bolshevik riddle if the Allies were prepared to act 
on this document forcefully and not in the way in which they had allowed 
the Whites, with French support, to wiggle out of Prinkipo. It seemed that 
House’s fault in the Bullitt matter was not to have made that initiative fully 
known to Wilson before or after he left France; or, if it had been a “trial 
balloon,” it was Wilson’s fault to have buckled under publicity. It appears 
that Wilson gave House latitude and was unaware of Kerr’s unofficial list of 
conditions. House should have made him aware. After a flap in the press and 
in the British Parliament over the Bullitt mission had long passed, Wilson 
reacted to an article in the Nation by telling his secretary, Joseph Tumulty, 
that he knew of no such Allied terms penned by Kerr.“ 

Bullitt sent another memorandum for the “President and the Commis- 
sioners Plenipotentiary” dealing with conditions in Russia, presumably the 
only purpose of the Bullitt mission that Wilson claimed he was aware of. 
Bullitt blamed the distress in Russia on the Allied blockade. Industry was at 
astandstill, except for munitions. Bullitt believed that the destructive phase 
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of the revolution was over, that the terror had ceased, that order had been 
established.*° He claimed support for the government by the people. The 
Soviet form “seems to have become to the Russian people the symbol of 
their revolution.” The position of the Communist Party was strong and had 
received support from opposition parties due to the blockade, intervention, 
and Allied support to anti-Soviet governments. As for the Communist Party, 
Trotsky and the generals felt that the Red Army should go forward, whereas 
Lenin was willing to compromise: “Lenin feels compelled to retreat from 
his theoretical position all along the line. He is ready to meet the western 
Governments half-way.” It was Lenin who seized the opportunity. Bullitt 
emphasized that “no government except a socialist one could be set up.” The 
Leninists were as moderate as other socialists. No peace could be made in 
Europe or in the world “until peace is made with the revolution.” The block- 
ade had to be lifted and supplies delivered if for no other reason than to 
diminish the hold of the communists. Intervention forced opposition parties 
to support Lenin. If Kolchak and Denikin were to win, an even bloodier 
purge would be carried out. The Red Army fought with “crusading enthu- 
siasm.” Lenin had become a legend, “a very striking man —straightforward 
and direct, but also genial and with a large humor and serenity.”“° 

Rumors of Bullitt’s mission began. Many were prepared to oppose the 
Bullitt-Lenin proposal and disagree with Bullitt’s analysis. Within about a 
week, Auchincloss, of all people, leaked it to H. Wickham Steed, editor of 
Lord Northcliffe’s Daily Mail. This may possibly have been engineered by 
House to test public opinion.*” Sergei Sazonov, former Russian imperial 
foreign minister, had asked Henry White, former American ambassador to 
France and a peace delegate, if it were true that the American peace com- 
mission had sent someone to negotiate with the Bolsheviks. White denied 
the rumor, but later said, “I find, on inquiry, however, that Mr. Lansing 
permitted two Americans, who were anxious to go to Russia, to do so ina 
purely unofficial capacity and for information purposes only, provided they 
could make their own arrangements for getting into that country; but in no 
way as representing our Peace Commission.” 

A division of opinion occurred among Wilson’s lieutenants. Lansing con- 
fided that House seemed to favor, but that he and White opposed, Bullitt’s 
proposal. There were other indications things might be going awry. The 
intent was to leave Pettit in Petrograd as liaison. The peace commissioners, 
who, with Lansing’s approval, had sent the fact-finding mission, accepted 
Bullitt’s recommendation to leave Pettit in Petrograd and then reversed 
themselves. Word came that Count Mihaly Karolyi’s government of Hun- 
gary had been overthrown and that the Hungarian communist, Bela Kun, 
had come to power. This news, more than anything else, threw cold water 


170 The First Cold War 


on Bullitt’s mission. Bullitt was on his way via Stockholm and London. 
Lansing gave Wilson reports of the alarming situation in Budapest. Kun 
was a “notorious communist,” a proletarian army was being raised, and 
solidarity to Bolshevik Russia had been declared.” 

The mission was becoming irrelevant. Playing with alternatives and sen- 
sitive to the changing political winds, House began flirting with an alter- 
native plan involving food relief for Russia. The wily colonel was surely 
aware that the Bullitt plan could not succeed without Wilson’s and Lloyd 
George’s support, which, perhaps, the Auchincloss maneuver to Steed had 
aimed at testing. The president was already agitated by House’s tendency 
for compromise, especially in giving the French what they wanted. Another 
plan was being put forward by Vance McCormick for food relief in the belief 
that it would undermine Bolshevism. The president suggested that House 
speak to Hoover, who had written a long letter on March 18 answering a 
request from Wilson for his opinion on the Russian problem. Calling atten- 
tion to the legitimate social grievances that he felt were behind support for 
Bolshevism in Russia and elsewhere, Hoover addressed the unlikelihood 
that a military crusade, as suggested by Marshal Foch, would solve the 
problem. “This plan,” Hoover remarked, “does not involve any recognition 
or relationship by the Allies of the Bolshevik murderers.”*° Hoover and 
Auchincloss approached the Arctic explorer, Fridtjof Nansen. Nansen was 
being substituted for Bullitt in the twinkling of the colonel’s eye. 

Wilson's altercations with Clemenceau over the German issue diverted 
him from “the Russian problem.” The president suffered an attack of in- 
fluenza in early April, perhaps a small stroke. He had refused to see Bullitt, 
at first because of a headache, eventually out of fear of publicity. Already 
Lloyd George complained to Bullitt about publicity, particularly that article 
in the Daily Mail by Steed which had been opposed to any kind of recog- 
nition. When talking to Bullitt at a breakfast in late March, Lloyd George 
used this article as evidence of the danger of proceeding. Had the colonel 
smoked the prime minister out? Lenin thought the Allies believed that since 
the Bolsheviks were grasping at straws, communism must be near collapse. 
The Allies often heard rumors in Paris that Kolchak’s army would be in 
Moscow within a few weeks.*! Kolchak’s army never got near Moscow. 

House noted that Bullitt had arrived in Paris. Bullitt told House every- 
thing that had transpired in Moscow. House admitted, “I can see a way out 
of that vexatious problem, that is, if we can get action by the Prime Minister 
and the President.” He wrote, “I cautioned Bullitt against telling all he told 
me... . It is fear that will bring about a Russian settlement, not pity.” He 
casually added, “While Bullitt was talking I was maturing plans which I 
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shall begin to put in execution tomorrow.”** He was preparing the Nansen 
scheme if Bullitt failed. The next morning he met with Vittorio Orlando, the 
Italian prime minister, and tried Bullitt’s plan on him. Amazingly, “it suc- 
ceeded admirably.” House told Orlando that “Russia had become orderly 
and wanted to resume relations with the outside world.” He suggested a 
treaty be drawn up on the Allies’ terms and sent to Moscow. Nothing was 
said of a conference. To House’s astonishment, Orlando agreed. But when 
House telephoned Wilson about this, the president was “against taking up 
this question at present.” House blamed it on Wilson’s “one track mind.” 

Drummond suggested that if “the Bolshevik proposals brought by Mr. 
Bullitt are adopted many difficulties now encountered by the Conference 
will be solved.” There would be modifications, but because of the Bol- 
sheviks’ position in Central Europe, it was Drummond's hope that a way 
might be found to accept the proposals. His reasons were simple and direct: 
Germany could no longer threaten a Bolshevik alliance if she disliked the 
Allied terms; the Baltic states could establish governments free of interfer- 
ence; future incidents such as the Hungarian would be eliminated; and, most 
important, Europe and Asia would be stabilized. Drummond did not refer 
to debts or concessions, two items Lenin was willing to compromise on. 
House might have been leaning in Bullitt’s direction. Auchincloss reported 
the colonel’s view that “we must in some way get in touch with the Soviet 
Government and present to them an armistice drawn up to suit ourselves.” 4 

Lansing continued to dislike Bullitt’s proposal. But then Bullitt was a 
radical, sympathetic to socialism. He “told of conditions which he painted 
rather rosily and praised the Bolshevik Lenine. Slid over terrible conditions 
and laid most everything on disorganized transportation.” 

House was sufficiently encouraged that he took the Russian question up 
with the president, but he ran into problems: “I am trying something out 
that is workable,” he lamented. “It is very difficult because no one wanted to 
deal with such as Lenine and Trotsky.” This was evident in the president's 
suggestion that House “talk to Hoover and Robinson of the shipping board 
and see whether we could get ships and food to Russia in the event we 
wished to do so.” Both, reported House, thought something in terms of 
food relief could be done within sixty days.*° 

In the United States the Bullitt mission had no support. As early as March 
24 the New York Tribune carried an article, “Wilson sees Russia by Steffens’ 
Eyes.” It called Bullitt a “preacher of radicalism and a new social order” 
whose trip had been the result of State Department secrecy, and said that 
Steffens was acting as the “eyes and ears” of the president in Europe. The 
article claimed that the Allies were notified of the trip, “the subject of an 
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explanation at the Hotel Crillon as the result of adverse criticism regarding 
its nature.”>” The record did not indicate who gave the explanation, but 
some felt “It was undoubtedly Colonel House.” The New York Sun stated 
that Wilson was considering the Bullitt-Steffens plan favoring negotiations 
with Lenin and that the Big Four would follow along with Wilson’s decision. 
The New York Evening Post of March 28 and the New York Times of March 
29 both noted that the Bolsheviks requested recognition and, in a separate 
article by Charles Albert Selden of the Timey, related a plan for dealing with 
the Bolsheviks. Richard V. Oulahan emphasized that Bullitt had given the 
Soviets a “clean bill of health” and that Lenin would have to be called to 
Paris before peace could be established. *® 

Tumulty’s cable to Wilson on April 2, 1919, pointed out what was obvi- 
ous: “The proposed recognition of Lenine has caused consternation here.”*® 
Tumulty’s annoyance was due to George Rothwell Brown’s article in the 
Washington Post. Brown thought that Lloyd George had decided on de facto 
recognition of the Soviets, that Clemenceau and Orlando opposed this, and 
that Wilson was ina halfway position. If recognition were conceded, Brown 
cautioned, Soviet embassies and legations everywhere would be centers of 
subversion. The article provoked “two scathing editorials” in the Post enti- 
tled “Proposed Recognition of Lenine” and “No Dealings with the Enemy.” 
The first explored the dangers of de facto recognition while the second 
accused “treacherous Americans” of forwarding Lenin’s cause and stated 
that such persons were defectives, “veritable birds of prey.”°° 

Wilson received two long reports on the Hungarian crisis. One, from 
Lansing, emphasized the Bolshevik danger in Hungary and its effect in 
Germany; the other, from Bliss, cautioned the president on any kind of 
intervention in Hungary that could imply intervention in Russia.*! The 
effect can be seen in House’s diary. When he spoke with Lloyd George, the 
prime minister “scarcely touched upon the Russian question” except to delay 
any action until a “more matured plan” could be considered. The latter plan 
was none other than the Hoover-Nansen food-for-Russia scheme, which 
House talked over with Hoover that same day, in which neutrals would 
take the lead, on the condition that the Bolsheviks would accept a cease- 
fire on all fronts.” 

An indication of just how quickly the Bullitt proposal was disappearing 
came when Lord Cecil related how Hoover stopped by with a memorandum 
he had handed the president, which Cecil summarized: it was useless to 
attack Bolshevism by force; it would be desirable for a neutral commission 
of, say, Swedes and Norwegians, perhaps Nansen and Karl H. Branting, 
to be consulted along the lines of the former Belgian Relief Commission 
for sending food into Russia if the fighting stopped; the president should 
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publicly explain the “disastrous nature of Bolshevism, and the chaos and 
starvation which it had produced.” 

Russians in Paris had already prodded Nansen to do something. He and 
McCormick discussed the issue. Cecil related that what Hoover had in mind 
was a Russian relief commission along the lines of his previously successful 
Belgian one. The president now had another alternative, especially if he did 
not wish to accept Bullitt’s proposal on the one extreme or Foch’s solution on 
the other: “an idea he has of forming a new Grand Armee to invade Russia,” 
Cecil had related to Lloyd George, “and because neither Clemenceau nor 
Wilson nor Orlando nor myself could agree to it he sulked.”™ 

Though Wilson steadfastly refused to see Bullitt, the latter’s negotiation 
continued to concern him.® On March 31, thanks to Lansing’s note and 
enclosure, the “Memorandum from the Russia Section,” a unit consisting 
of Robert H. Lord, Chairman, Bullitt, and Captain Pettit reached the presi- 
dent’s office. It started from the proposition that a continuing failure to deal 
with the Russian problem endangered the peace process. It made arguments 
in favor of a declaration to Soviet Russia; the German government might 
turn Germany over to the Spartacist-Bolshevik bloc just as the Karolyi 
government had done in Hungary; since no military barrier separated Ger- 
many or Hungary from Bolshevik troops, it was necessary to make an 
armistice, isolating Russia from Europe; a presidential declaration in favor 
of an armistice would go far in securing one. The independence of Estonia, 
Latvia, and Lithuania ought to be recognized in principle.© 

Wilson never saw the memorandum, as House buried it. Wilson was in 
no mood to act on Bullitt’s proposals. He needed Lloyd George’s support. 
The prime minister did not have the public’s or Parliament’s support. Later 
Lloyd George told the Parliament that no approaches had been made: “We 
have had no approaches of any sort or kind.” Articles by Steed may have 
cooled Lloyd George. Lloyd George’s remarks were disingenuous. Bullitt 
did have breakfast with him and discussed the proposal.” Lloyd George's 
trial balloon had failed. 

No one spoke of the Bullitt mission in the Council of Ten. House aban- 
doned the proposal in favor of the food-relief scheme. He drafted a letter 
for the president's signature favoring the Nansen idea. Nansen called the 
president’s attention to his idea of a “purely humanitarian Commission.” 
The president asked for a program “without thought of political, military 
or financial advantage.” Auchincloss and Hoover, at the colonel’s urging, 
arranged for Nansen to send the president the letter. On April 6 Bullitt 
asked Wilson for fifteen minutes, a request denied. Bullitt prepared a tele- 
gram for Chicherin begging for a ten-day extension, but he never sent it. 
He suggested sending a cable hinting at food relief, to go out on the tenth. 
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In anger Bullitt resigned from the peace commission and told reporters that 
he would go to the Riviera, lie on the sand, and watch the world go to hell. 

President Wilson had considered three initiatives to solve “the Russian 
problem”: Prinkipo, Bullitt, and Nansen. Each one failed. Only a White 
victory or truce in the Russian civil war could secure a possible return to 
Russian democracy. The price for either a victory or a truce was massive 
Allied aid in the form of arms and men. Europe was drained. America 
had to supply the aid. President Wilson was determined to see if Admiral 
Kolchak could secure Siberia on his own before America committed any 
substantial aid. 


Eight 


The First Cold Warrtors 


[ was a short move from Wilson’s Parisian disappointments in solving 
“the Russian problem” to his refusal to recognize Bolshevik Russia and 
to wait until it reformed or collapsed. The Wilson administration withdrew 
from intervention. There were no promises, no attempts at inside pressure 
along the lines suggested by General Judson, Raymond Robins, or William 
Bullitt. A diplomatic position consisting of outside pressure on Bolshevism 
to cease terrorism at home and propaganda abroad arose. 

President Wilson had to be sure that Admiral Kolchak, the supreme ruler 
of Siberia, had no hope of defeating the Bolsheviks or establishing a stable 
government in Siberia that was secure from Moscow.! The president sent 
a high-level team to Omsk, capital of Kolchak’s Siberian republic, to assess 
the likelihood of the admiral’s success against the Bolsheviks before Wilson 
granted him substantial American aid. After the admiral failed, the Wilson 
administration chose an American policy of nonrecognition and quarantine 
of Soviet Russia. For the Wilsonians, the Bolsheviks either had to become 
honorable democrats or Soviet power had to collapse before the United 
States would recognize Russia. Thus, from August 1920 until November 
1933, America’s first cold warriors conducted a cold war with Soviet Russia. 


1. 


A Senate resolution in late June requested that the president inform it 
of “reasons for sending United States soldiers to Siberia, what duties are 
there to be performed by these soldiers, how long they are to remain, and 
generally to advise the Senate of the policy of the United States Government 
in respect to Siberia and the maintenance of United States soldiers therein.” 
No sooner had Wilson arrived home from Paris than Baker reminded him 
that the resolution awaited an answer.? 

At the same time, the adjutant general asked Major General William S. 
Graves to concentrate his forces in Siberia in order to minimize losses. Am- 
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bassador Roland S. Morris was preparing to proceed to Omsk, Kolchak’s 
Siberian capital, with Graves “to carry out special mission directed by the 
President, leaving Tokio about July 7.” Graves responded that a railroad 
strike prevented the trip: “I consider the present time inopportune for the 
trip to Omsk.”§ 

In Wilson’s League speech to the Senate, at the press conference af- 
terwards, and in news reports, almost nothing was said of Russia. It was 
only alluded to in relation to Polish oppression. At the press conference, 
a reporter asked if Germany would be free to trade with Russia when the 
blockade was lifted; the president answered yes. Newspapers remained 
silent. Only the newly formed nations of Eastern Europe were discussed as 
well as the Shantung and Irish questions.‘ 

“The Russian problem” remained, and the president was under some 
duress to answer the Senate’s resolution concerning the presence of Amer- 
ican troops in Russia. Resolution No. 13 had been introduced by Senator 
Hiram W. Johnson of California on December 12, 1918, and reported back 
as amended on May 20, 1919, then passed on June 27.5 Between then and 
the president’s reply on July 22, a considerable amount of Russian business 
occurred. 

The first Russian item that Polk presented was a request to send five 
thousand tons of flour to Archangel from the Grain Corporation, to be 
paid for from the revolving fund for rationing northern Russia, to which 
$5 million had been originally allotted. Not only did Polk think that there 
was a moral obligation to continue assistance but also that “from a po- 
litical point of view it is obviously unwise to let North Russia revert to 
Bolshevism through starvation, especially in view of Mr. Hoover’s under- 
taking to supply Petrograd upon the overthrow of the Bolsheviki.” Wilson 
approved. Polk asked Morris for his views on a comprehensive plan for 
“economic reconstruction in Siberia and ultimately for European Russia.” 
Frank Polk requested Morris to consult with John F. Stevens, head of the 
Allied technical commission, and C. H. Smith, representative on the Inter- 
Allied Committee. Polk presumed that the president would submit such a 
plan to Congress. °® 

At last, Morris and Graves set out for Omsk to speak with Kolchak. Polk 
sent Wilsona revised policy regarding relations with the Omsk government, 
which the president had previously worked on with Vance McCormick: 
selling Kolchak on a credit basis army surplus, but with no recognition, for- 
mal or informal. It would furnish Kolchak with 200,000 uniforms, 500,000 
rounds of cartridges, 2,000 machine guns, 400 heavy guns, 135 airplanes, 
and tanks. Polk hoped that American assistance would broaden to include 
food and medical supplies, along with technical assistance.” 
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The State Department counseled a more active policy, while the War 
Department pressed the president to evacuate Russia. General Bliss and 
Secretary of War Baker were adamant on the subject, while Secretary of 
State Lansing and Frank Polk leaned in the opposite direction. Even when 
it was clear that troops were to be withdrawn from Archangel in July, Polk 
advised that one American warship be left to “make the withdrawal of our 
land forces from North Russia appear less pointed and abrupt.” Wilson 
agreed.§ 

As the Czechs prepared to depart, the Council of Five asked Washington 
to secure the Trans-Siberian railway from Krasnoyarsk to Irkutsk. Bliss 
disagreed. Polk told the president that someone would have to guard that 
portion of the road, even as far west as Novosibirsk, and proposed that the 
Japanese do it. He pleaded for more medical supplies to Kolchak.® 

Wilson’s answer to the Senate gave a justification for troops. By then, 
Americans had departed from northern Russia and only two cruisers re- 
mained. The resolution had asked the president for the reason that he had 
sent soldiers to Siberia, the duties they were to perform, time there, how 
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they were to be maintained, and what the policy was.!° Wilson’s reply told 
nothing of maintenance or time. 

The reason for intervention, according to the president, was to defend 
the Czechoslovaks against German prisoners of war. Wilson made a case 
for helping them against that threat and for reestablishing law and order 
in Siberia. Ten thousand American soldiers were in Siberia by July 1919. 
The first contingents had arrived in September 1918, but the war was over 
in November 1918. The German threat against Czechs and Russians was 
thus over. Trade and aid would help. These required Siberian railroads. 
The Stevens Commission was revived in March 1918 and by February 
1919 it operated under the Inter-Allied Committee. The crux of interven- 
tion had shifted from securing Czech withdrawal to defense of American 
railway engineers by doughboys. Intervention was nonpolitical, though 
it was recognized that Kolchak was the beneficiary. “All elements of the 
population in Siberia,” the president said, “look to the United States for 
assistance.” Nothing was mentioned of Bolsheviks. The Senate remained 
suspicious. !! 

The president’s response was not borne out either by events or by re- 
ports from Siberia. The League of Nations debate spread to considerations 
of Russia as it was pointed out that it took the president more than three 
weeks to respond to Senator Johnson. Senator Henry Cabot Lodge of Mas- 
sachusetts, chair of the foreign relations committee, complained that never 
since the Cleveland administration had the Senate's requests for information 
been treated in such “cavalier fashion.” 

Wilson had stated the plan: Graves and ten thousand infantry, two com- 
panies of volunteer railway troops stationed around Vladivostok to help 
keep the Trans-Siberian railway open, humanitarian aid to Russians. The 
Senate fretted over the situation of the Czechs, whom Wilson had orig- 
inally said were his reason for intervention. Did the Czechs need further 
aid? Were Americans really being used to defeat Bolshevism? Alternatively, 
were these American contingents there to offset Japanese influence? Was 
it because of some combination of these and other unspecified reasons that 
Wilson did not elaborate? Senators were puzzled by the Siberian situation 
and concerned that American soldiers were not rapidly withdrawn. The 
expected evacuation date of a few weeks was stretched. Not until October 
1920 did the last contingent leave Russia. !% 

The day the president’s message was read, he discussed the Czechs with 
Lansing. When he suggested that it might be better to send them through 
Bolshevik Russia, Lansing told him they would be murdered. This brought 
up the question of the safety of the Trans-Siberian railway. Lansing gave 
Wilson two cables. The first complained of Cossack interference and upheld 
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the principle that only railway officials should operate the railway and that 
they would act solely under the Inter-Allied Committee with no interference 
from any Russian governmental agency. The second was a sharply worded 
telegram from Stevens: “It will be unfortunate if Japanese are utilized to 
take the place of Czechs guarding railway. Japanese preponderance and 
domination should be lessened rather than increased.” 4 

In Siberia, all cables relating to the Trans-Siberian railway referred to 
difficulties resulting from American assessment of relations with Kolchak 
and policy toward Japanese intervention. In July and August, Morris went 
to Omsk with Graves. During that trip, the ambassador cabled Washington 
on the mounting crisis at Omsk. 

Morris reported on July 10 that he had arrived in Vladivostok and would 
proceed to Omsk with Graves. Ernest L. Harris, consul general at Irkutsk, 
was already there. The president had ordered Morris to gain information 
about Kolchak’s efforts to democratize his government, especially his pro- 
claiming “order, liberty, and justice, promising to step down with the defeat 
of the Bolsheviks, and calling for a Constituent Assembly at that time.” 

Wilson not only wanted the impressions of Morris and Graves; they also 
must convey to the Omsk government that though the United States took 
a sympathetic interest, America could not recognize Kolchak. Polk added 
restoration of the railroads: “your views as to a comprehensive plan for 
economic reconstruction in Siberia and ultimately for European Russia.” 
Morris was to consult Stevens and stay in touch with the situation because 
‘St is hoped the President will ask Congress for adequate appropriation 
in order to translate into action the genuine desire to assist the Russian 
people.” !¢ 

Morris and Graves arrived July 22. Morris assumed that America would 
help to save Kolchak. The news he sent was discouraging: “I find the sit- 
uation here extremely critical.” Kolchak’s Siberian army was demoralized 
and thousands of railway cars filled with White refugees were pouring 
eastward from areas surrounding Ekaterinburg and Cheliabinsk. He had 
expected to see strong sentiment in favor of Kolchak and anti-Bolshevik 
feelings. Instead, Kolchak failed to command anyone’s loyalty except that 
of a small group of reactionaries, especially army officers of the old type. If 
the Czechs withdrew, that would be a signal for a “formidable anti-Kolchak 
if not pro-Bolshevik uprising in every town on the railway from Irkutsk 
to Omsk.” Kolchak’s failure to win support was due to the population’s 
distrust of his Cossack leaders, the inability of civil and military officials 
to adapt to popular sentiment, the lack of measures to meet financial and 
economic conditions, peasants’ resentment of conscription, and suppression 
of all local self-government. !” 
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Morris met Kolchak’s minister of foreign affairs, Ivan Sukine, who ad- 
mitted to the seriousness of the situation. Sukine played on efforts of the 
Japanese to hold eastern Siberia, to control Seménov, and to discredit 
American activities. He pointed to the difficulties that would occur when the 
Czechs pulled out. Morris discussed the problems involved in producing a 
plan for the “strengthening and broadening of the Admiral’s Government.” !® 

Washington wanted the truth. Lansing sent Baker a message confirm- 
ing the fact that the United States still recognized Boris Bakhmetev as 
ambassador and that Russia was legally a cobelligerent and eligible to pur- 
chase surplus war matériel with credits from the War Department. Lansing 
pressed Morris for his assessment: “definite misapprehensions it has re- 
ceived from reports by Harris, Hardley, Embry, Dr. Teusler, Major Emer- 
son and other returning Americans.” Lansing was interested in support for 
Kolchak west of Irkutsk and Kolchak’s suppression of local government. 
Just how well-disposed Lansing was toward Kolchak, despite negative re- 
ports, could be summed up in his comment to Morris: “The Department has 
had the opinion the Kolchak reverses were result of over-extension and that 
present weakness is due to Kolchak supporters having placed almost entire 
emphasis on military effort. It would seem that no Government in Russia 
can survive except by demonstrating its power to give better conditions of 
general welfare than the Bolsheviki are affording.” 

Morris's expedition to Omsk was important, not only as evidenced in 
Lansing’s remarks to Baker but also in his comments to Morris on the State 
Department's attitude to Kolchak. The department had excused Kolchak’s 
failures. The president telephoned Lansing to discuss Morris's “adverse 
report on Koltchak.” He was referring to Morris’s reports of July 22. Lans- 
ing’s comments reflected the president’s desire for information as well as his 
own tendency to be optimistic about Kolchak’s reverses. Wilson directed 
that the State Department make Morris’s reports available to the Supreme 
War Council. Philip Kerr wrote the prime minister regarding Morris's eval- 
uations: “It is not a very pretty picture and the whole situation is evidently 
going to present considerable difficulty in the future.” However, in Kerr’s 
opinion, it was an American and Japanese problem only. As to the Japanese 
threat, Lansing played it down: “T have little patience with these people who 
are forever on the verge of hysterics about the deep and wicked schemes 
of Japan. They imagine some of the most preposterous things and report 
them as facts.”?° 

Graves also reported, and Baker made this material available to the pres- 
ident. He had discovered that guarding the railroads was difficult because 
Russian soldiers were bitter toward the neutral position of American sol- 
diers. General Dmitri L. Horvath, general manager of the Chinese Eastern 
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Railway and acting head of the Inter-Allied Railway Committee, blocked 
efforts to enforce security. Kolchak controlled supplies and transport of 
persons. He cheated the peasantry of food. “I am convinced in my own 
mind,” Graves said, “that there is no possibility of settling this trouble 
by such oppressive, unjust and inhumane actions as are being commit- 
ted by the Koltchak [vic] representatives here in Eastern Siberia.” As to 
Grigorii Seménov, the Cossack leader, Graves stated, “In my judgment, 
Semenoff will have to be eliminated before the railroad can operate sat- 
isfactorily.” Seménov’s troops lived “by graft, theft, and money received 
from the Japanese.” The Japanese controlled him, and “Semenoff is doing 
exactly what they want him to do.”?! 

When Omsk called in the Kerensky rubles because the Bolsheviks were 
flooding European Russia with them, animmense number came from Vladi- 
vostok. General Graves concluded that this was not unexpected because 
Vladivostok was a center of corruption. Army officers without visible means 
of support lavished money on living in a high style. “If this money comes 
from the Omsk government, there is an immense leak somewhere.” There 
was a large amount of propaganda in Siberia against the United States, 
probably directed by former German agents. “There is no question in my 
mind that these German representatives, the Japanese military, and the 
Russian army officer class, with a few exceptions, have an understanding 
as to their course of action.” The propaganda insulted American soldiers, 
claimed Americans attacked them, and used “false and incorrect reports” 
sent out from Japanese headquarters. ”” 

Graves brought up the painful relationship between himself and General 
Knox, now head of the British military mission in Siberia. He recalled that 
the British took credit for calling the Kolchak government into being by 
quoting a statement of Winston Churchill in the House of Commons on 
June 6. Knox and the British mission had taken a prominent role. He had 
“no hesitancy in expressing openly his antagonism to President Wilson’s 
views... General Knox evidently thinks that the Ambassador in Tokio 
and I are responsible for the policy of the United States in Siberia.” Knox 
asked John K. Caldwell, U.S. consul in Vladivostok, to “send a cablegram 
requesting that both of us be removed, as we were not representing the views 
of the United States.” Graves asked Colonel John A. C. Somerville, who 
represented the British mission, to stop this “pin-pricking.” This complaint 
got back to Knox, and he answered, “I was reported as having gone to 
Caldwell and said ‘what a pity for America that you have such a rotten 
fellow as Graves for your representative out here.’. .. I write to you on 
Major Slaughter’s advice to tell you that I never said anything of the sort to 
Caldwell.” Knox continued, “I told Caldwell that I wished our Governments 
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would come to some sort of agreement as to policy and give us instructions 
recalling either you or me if necessary.” 

It was clear that the American task of guarding a portion of the rail- 
roads was compromised by Omsk, particularly by its military personnel 
and by Seménoyv, the duplicitous role of the Japanese, negative propaganda, 
corruption, and incompatible aims of Britain and America. Not only was 
Lansing wrong in thinking the Japanese benign but also Kerr was naive in 
thinking Siberia someone else’s problem. The president was aware of these 
difficulties, as is clear in his remark to Baker: “Thank you very much for 
sending me Graves’ report of June 21. You may be sure I shall give it a 
most careful reading.” 

Morris met with Kolchak, who admitted that no new points were brought 
out in their talk. The admiral asserted that his sole objective was overthrow- 
ing the Bolsheviks; his government was provisional. Though the Russian 
people must accomplish this overthrow, he was in need of Allied assistance, 
especially in guarding the railroads. This would guarantee supplies; cred- 
its would enable his government to purchase aid and equipment. Kolchak 
recognized demoralization but attributed it to the sufferings of war and rev- 
olution. He approved “any plan of Allied supervision which would assure 
an honest distribution of the supplies which might be furnished.” Kolchak 
backed Morris's suggestion that a plan be established. Morris thought a 
plan had to include the effective role of the Inter-Allied Committee, the 
guarding of the railroads, including the Czech question, military supplies 
and credits, commercial relief, Red Cross work, resolution of the German 
and Austrian prisoners of war problem, and a bill of rights for Siberians. 
He assumed that the action of the Supreme War Council in Paris pitted 
the United States and its associates against Bolshevism, and that therefore 
there was reason to hope Kolchak would survive with Allied aid. Because 
of this hope, Morris believed the United States was prepared to help if 
practicable. ”° 

Morris discussed the railways with the Minister of Ways and Communi- 
cations. Problems remained: refusal of the Japanese authorities to protect 
representatives of the Technical Board, which was under Stevens's direction 
but was nominally directed by the Inter-Allied Committee, from carrying 
out duties; interference of military authorities in the operation by the rail- 
roads; rejection of railway personnel of the Technical Board’s directions. 
This meeting included Sukine as well as the general in charge of military 
transportation and all key foreign representatives. They agreed on mea- 
sures to prevent interference: they required the military to get the Omsk 
government's Russian Railway Administration’s approval to use the rails; 
that the railway administration would take its instructions only from the 
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Inter-Allied Technical Committee and all Russian laws in conflict with it 
would be removed; all Russian and other troops in the railway guard would 
support the Railway Administration; and the Technical Board and Military 
Committee would move to Omsk. Even the Japanese agreed to bring their 
present instructions into harmony with the agreed-upon measures.”° 

The Czech army was to be evacuated from Vladivostok. Given this de- 
cision, as well as the fact that Kolchak’s troops could not be spared from 
the front, Morris estimated that the Allies would have to provide a guard 
of three divisions of infantry, a division of cavalry, three batteries of ar- 
tillery, and forty thousand soldiers to replace the Czechs. Only Japan and 
America were in a position to consider such a request, and no arrangement 
with Japan would work unless the United States provided at least half of 
these troops. Morris asked that the United States “assume our full share of 
the protection which any further effort to help Russia necessarily involves, 
et cetera.”?” He reasoned that if this action were not taken, the Japanese 
would accomplish in Siberia what they had in China. “We cannot,” he said, 
“meet this conspiracy and enforce the ‘Open Door,’ necessary for the eco- 
nomic salvation of Russia, merely by frank discussions and formal protests 
in Tokyo. We must speak our determined purpose in the only language 
the Japanese military clique can understand.” This great number of troops 
would impress the Cossacks and others that the United States meant to 
protect American agencies at work in Siberia. All American aid to Siberia 
depended on the Czechs, but the war was over and it was not fair to ask 
them to remain. Morris concluded, “If our Government decides to adopt 
a comprehensive plan of help for Russia, including the further supervision 
of the railways, control over the distribution of supplies, Red Cross work, 
educational and agricultural assistance, we must have an adequate military 
police to protect these agencies until better order prevails.””8 

Morris sent cables describing frank discussions with Maurice Janin, the 
French general at Omsk, who had been designated supreme commander 
of the Czech army, and General Knox, commander of British forces in 
Siberia. Both, according to Morris, stated with brutal frankness the diffi- 
culties they had encountered over the last months in delivering supplies to 
Kolchak. They characterized Kolchak’s army staff and supply departments 
as “completely disorganized, inefficient, corrupt and unsettled; that personal 
ambition, jealousy and intrigue prevailed; and that repeated appeals to the 
Admiral to correct the abuses had been without result because in their judg- 
ment he was powerless to act.” Supervision and control over distribution 
and even organization of the army might be necessary. Morris was willing 
to grant that supervision over distribution of supplies was necessary, but 
not army organization, as that would involve “far-reaching obligations and 
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create difficulties which in my judgment would be fatal to the success of the 
Kolchak movement.” In another cable, he dealt with financing the Chinese 
Eastern and Trans-Siberian railways. The former paid for itself out of its 
receipts, but the latter, operating from Manchuria to the Urals, showed 
large deficits. Morris noted that a committee had been formed to report 
on this.”° 

Morris now assessed financial conditions and “personnel, the spirit and 
purposes, the efficiency and the present strength of the Kolchak govern- 
ment.”*° His reports gave a striking insight into Siberia’s problems and a 
view to their solution with American help. The assessment started with 
Kolchak, whom he found honest and courageous but limited in experi- 
ence of affairs, narrow in his views, and a poor administrator. He seemed 
oblivious to political and economic dangers, and had little knowledge of 
the army or experience with it. If this were not bad enough, Kolchak’s 
ministers and staff were even less impressive. In the council of ministers, 
the acting minister of foreign affairs, Sukine, was the ablest. Mikhailov, 
minister of finance, knew nothing of finance. The civilian council members 
were earnest, politically moderate, but inefficient. Of military members, 
“nothing favorable can be said.”5! They were intolerant, reactionary, and 
corrupt. Morris believed that “The spirit and purposes of the Kolchak gov- 
ernment are, I believe, moderately liberal and progressive.” The military 
was reactionary. The problem was not spirit or purpose, but “utter lack 
of experience and efficiency.” There was no civil administration; though 
ministers were clever in creating plans, they were incapable of carrying out 
a single detail. Because the government was unrepresentative, it had lost 
all contact with the population. 

This ineptitude offered the military its opportunity to seize power, but in 
its zeal to raise a large army for the front, it had not considered the rear. This 
had resulted in a collapse, except for the Allied effort, with Czech support, 
to maintain the transport system. “To the mistakes of military policy must be 
added an incredible amount of corruption among individual officials which 
Kolchak has not seriously attempted to correct or punish.” Kolchak’s only 
strengths were honesty of purpose and patriotic motives against the current 
intrigue and corruption all around him. He had the support of Britain and 
France. There was no other alternative to him. As Morris had to admit, it 
looked “doubtful whether the Government can survive the present crisis . . . 
I find myself hoping that Kolchak will hold out long enough to permit the 
Allied Governments to give him the support and assistance which he will 
need and thus enable him to build on broader and sounder foundations.”*” 

Morris expanded on his guarded optimism. Though Kolchak’s govern- 
ment could not now withstand Bolshevism, “drastic changes in its personnel 
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and methods would render it equal to such a task.” He emphasized that it 
had to modify or control reactionaries, guarantee personal security, end 
speculation, and create a popularly elected council of peasant representa- 
tives. If it could survive its present crisis, it might reform, but it would be 
a long and arduous task. * 

The State Department took a direct approach with Bakhmetev, who now 
represented the Omsk government in Washington. When on August | he 
called at the State Department, Long told him it was time to “speak to 
him very frankly and freely . . . that Mr. Morris’ reports were not most en- 
couraging; that the railroad situation and the conditions of its management 
had to be changed somewhat; that the populace in Siberia did not seem 
to be enthusiastically in favor of Kolchak.” Long felt it a mistake to give 
Seménov the rank of full general. This would enable Seménov to interfere 
even more with Allied operation of the railroads. Kolchak seemed to be 
“approaching a crisis; that the only alternative to Kolchak was Bolshevism; 
and that there was a limit to the aid and assistance which we could give.” He 
complained that Graves criticized Kolchak’s military manner of controlling 
the railroads and the shipment of supplies and transport of persons. He 
mentioned abuses to persons. He thought that “such conditions made it 
almost impossible for the American and Allied representatives to deal with 
the situation.” Bakhmetev confessed knowledge of this situation. Long con- 
tinued, “unless such practice changed it would be almost impossible for us 
to be of any real assistance, because the ordinary peasants in Siberia would 
think that we were assisting the military authorities, even though they did 
represent Kolchak.’ 

Even with all the criticism, there was no one else to turn to in the struggle 
with Bolshevism, which the administration considered the greater evil and 
not likely to go away soon. The administration wanted to help Kolchak, but 
its counsels were divided. Morris and Graves told of Kolchak’s liabilities 
and the great risks in getting further involved. Lansing continued to put 
pressure on the president to make a “frank declaration” against Bolshevik 
doctrines. Lansing even called on the president to do more than just issue 
declarations, to “assume the leadership against it to which your position and 
record entitle you.” Concerning his advice, Lansing noted, “Wrote letter to 
Pres’t urging him to attack Bolshevist movement. Sent him [DeWitt] Poole’s 
memorandum.” Lansing told Wilson that it might be useful as the basis for 
a presidential statement and serve as a way to clarify the “uncertainty in 
the attitude of the United States” toward Russia.* 

Lansing’s pleading for a “frank declaration” and Poole’s statements of 
August 7 and August 21, 1919, were not lost on the president: “Thank you 
sincerely for having let me see the enclosed.” 
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Poole talked about the uncertainty in the attitude of the United States: 
“A statement from the President would have great moral weight.” In his 
first draft of August 7, rushed to Wilson by Lansing, Poole vividly de- 
scribed the virulent Bolshevik propaganda of violence and unreason aimed 
at subverting foreign governments and provoking worldwide revolution. 
The Bolsheviks could not be counted on to honor their treaty commitments, 
and they followed a foreign policy of opportunism. They carried out a de- 
structive reign of terror mainly against the middle classes, discriminated in 
food distribution, misgoverned the country, and produced economic ruin. 
Poole was concerned over the fate of Poland and the other newly created 
states in Eastern Europe: “The success everywhere of the healthy demo- 
cratic movements of the day is endangered by an insidious suggestion of 
violence and unreason emanating from Moscow.” Poole advocated a policy 
of humanitarian relief with assurances of its reaching the needy and, at 
the same time, hastening the end of Bolshevism: “Support will continue to 
be given to such elements in Siberia and elsewhere as are working for the 
restoration of order throughout Russia and the setting up of government 
under adequate democratic guarantees. Material relief will be provided in 
every possible way for the population of regions liberated from Bolshevik 
domination. Private enterprise desiring to trade with these regions will have 
the cooperation of the Government.” 

Between Poole’s draft and his completed statement, Morris summarized 
his conclusions: “extend, if the present critical situation is successfully met 
within the next month, formal recognition to Kolchak and his associates, 
as the Provisional Government of Russia. Without this recognition and 
the substantial assistance which it implies, the Kolchak government, even 
though it should survive the present military crisis, could not, in my judg- 
ment, continue to function much longer.” Morris asked for the granting of 
credits amounting to $200 million and that tokens circulating in Siberia be 
exchanged for Russian bank notes. Such notes were being held in Vladivos- 
tok; the remainder was to be printed by the American BankNote Company 
to nine billion rubles. Morris wanted to keep communication from Vladi- 
vostok to Omsk open for supplies purchased by credits. It was essential 
to increase the Inter-Allied railway agreement, inspectors and supply, to 
at least forty thousand more troops, of which twenty-five thousand would 
be Americans to replace the Czechs; Morris wanted another $20 million 
credit for the Inter-Allied Railway Committee. He stressed honest and effi- 
cient use of the credits and supplies. It was important to organize an Allied 
military supply committee with three hundred inspectors to supervise mate- 
rials and create a committee of commerce to supervise and distribute goods 
purchased under the credit. He asked for diplomatic representation. *” 
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Morris supplemented his plan as a result of Kolchak’s return from visiting 
his northern army. Kolchak had made changes in his army’s command and 
had decided on a retreat from the Tobol to the Ishim River, 170 miles 
west of Omsk. The Admiral requested Allied confidence for three or four 
more weeks, continued shipment of supplies, particularly rifles, and the 
continuation of talks for a comprehensive plan of assistance. Morris asked 
that the United States do everything possible. He included a suggestion 
that Wilson send a “purely personal message” expressing confidence. *® 

With these suggestions pouring into the White House, there was one 
thing the president would not, given the atmosphere in Congress, do: send 
more troops. In response to a request from Clemenceau, Wilson informed 
the American mission in Paris that no additional troops would be sent. “In 
reply to Mr. Clemenceau’s recent telegram to the President as to whether 
this Government is disposed to furnish the needed number of troops to 
replace Czecho-Slovaks when the latter are withdrawn from Siberia please 
say that, with the utmost regret, the President finds it impracticable to 
furnish additional American troops for this purpose.” This message was 
conveyed to Morris on August 12.° It was the beginning of the end of 
America’s support for Kolchak and of the Siberian intervention. 

Morris suggested commodity credits, keeping the military force at current 
level, and maintenance of Red Cross work. He continued to emphasize the 
things needed most by Kolchak: troops, credits, and inspectors.*° None of 
these was forthcoming. 


2. 


The Siberian muddle came to a crisis as the scene in Washington over 
ratification of the League of Nations treaty reached the boiling point, forc- 
ing Wilson into his western tour—a speaking tour to promote the treaty. 
In thirty-three speaking engagements, the president sometimes reflected on 
his disillusionment with Russia, though he did not argue that a powerful 
League with the United States in it would be a bulwark against Bolshevism, 
as others such as former president Taft and Republican Senator Porter J. 
McCumber of North Dakota did. In Kansas City he came close to call- 
ing his Senate opposition “bolshevistically inclined.” He digressed on the 
tragedy of Russia, where men in control refused to seek a mandate. In Des 
Moines he asserted that the Russian people had been deceived when the 
Bolsheviks did not call an assembly to frame a constitution and were ruled 
by a “little group of men just as selfish, just as ruthless, just as pitiless, as 
the agents of the Czar himself.” In Sioux Falls he declared that the “Lenine- 
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Trotsky government” was composed of only a few men, “yet they worked 
their will upon the millions.” Such a government “based upon violence or 
the threats of violence must fail.” The United States would be opposed to 
those who ruled by force. In Minneapolis he continued his theme: “They 
have permitted a little handful of men—I am told there are only thirty-four 
of them constituting the real Bolshevist government —to set up a minority 
government just as autocratic and just as cruelly unmerciful as the gov- 
ernment of the Czar ever was.” In St. Paul he called Russia “pitiable” and 
declared that its lesson was that nobody could be free when there was no 
public order or authority. The old, distinguished, and skillful autocracy had 
been replaced by an amateur handful who exercised, he said, “without the 
slightest compunction of mercy or pity the bloody terror that characterized 
the worst days of the Czar.” In Bismarck, North Dakota, he declared that 
the United States “could do nothing for that unfortunate nation until it had 
purged itself of the leaders who were far worse than the Czar ever had 
been.” In Billings, Montana, he renewed these themes and added that the 
Bolsheviks maintained the sword by feeding only those who would fight for 
them and letting the rest starve. He made a prophetic statement: “there will 
be many a bloody year, I am afraid, before she finds herself again.” Speak- 
ing of Bolshevik propaganda, he characterized Lenin’s followers: “To be a 
disciple of Lenin means to be a disciple of night, chaos, and disorder.” In 
Coeur d’Alene, Idaho, he complained that the poison infecting Russia was 
spreading throughout Europe. In Seattle he called the Russians “lovable 
people” who, in their anxiety to rid themselves of the autocratic terror of 
the tsar, had come under the terror of a minority using “intrigue, terror, 
informing, spying, military power” who dared not call a Constituent As- 
sembly.‘! These remarks reflected the mood of anticommunism sweeping 
the nation. 

When the president’s train arrived in Portland on September 15, shock- 
ing news reached him. William Bullitt had given testimony before Senator 
Henry Cabot Lodge’s foreign relations committee. Bullitt had the “most 
intense and almost pathological hatred” of Wilson as well as being “this 
frustrated young man,” according to Lansing. Perhaps his behavior could 
be excused as a “lack of proportion.” Regardless, his testimony undid al- 
most everything Wilson might have accomplished in his swing westward. 
It renewed the growing distrust between Wilson and Lansing. It certainly 
added to the despair of Wilson in his mission. Bullitt’s most sensational 
revelation was Lansing’s hostility to the League of Nations. In six weeks of 
hearings on the League treaty and testimony from sixty witnesses, Bullitt 
had served Lodge’s purposes best by embarrassing the president. Bullitt 
maintained that Lansing, House, Bliss, and White were not enthusiastic 
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about the treaty: “It is no secret that Mr. Lansing, Gen. Bliss, and Mr. Henry 
White objected very vigorously to the numerous provisions of the treaty.” 
He added: “I do not think that Secretary Lansing is at all enthusiastic about 
the league of nations as it stands at present.” A memo of a conversation 
Bullitt had had with Lansing supposedly stated that the secretary of state 
had said that if the Senate and the American people really understood the 
treaty, “it would unquestionably be defeated, but I wonder if they will ever 
understand what it lets them in for.” Bullitt’s report on Russia, however, 
was a side issue for the committee. Bullitt turned it over to Lodge, though 
Wilson had earlier requested that it remain undisclosed. Wilson concluded 
that “Lansing was undermining and upsetting morale. And now here was 
verification of everything that he had suspected. ‘Think of it!’ he exploded 
to Tumulty. ‘This from a man whom I raised from the level of a subordinate 
to the great office of secretary of state of the United States.’ ”“” 

Lansing responded. He explained how distressed he was about Bullitt’s 
testimony. He recounted events surrounding Bullitt’s resignation from the 
peace commission. He said that certain features of the treaty were bad, but 
that that was unavoidable and ought not to prevent its signing. American 
membership in numerous European commissions of the League might doom 
the treaty, especially because Senators Philander Knox of Pennsylvania and 
Lodge would use these to prevent ratification. He called Bullitt’s conduct 
“most despicable and outrageous.” The president was so angry that he never 
responded to Lansing’s memorandum. “I am convinced,” wrote Tumulty, 
“that only the President’s illness a few days later prevented an immediate 
demand on his part for the resignation of Mr. Lansing.” 

Wilson arrived in San Francisco on September 16. In a luncheon address 
he mentioned that despite Russia’s losses in the war exceeding any other 
nation’s, “poor Russia . . . got nothing but terror and despair out of it all.” He 
went to San Diego and Los Angeles. While still in San Diego on September 
19, he received a telegram from Phillips recommending that Baker sell to 
Kolchak on credit shoes, underclothing, and overcoats, as the British were 
supplying the White General Anton Denikin and the French the Czechs. If 
America refused, Phillips thought, its position would not be understood and 
that would help the Japanese. Phillips ended on a positive note: “The latest 
reports we have from Siberia dated September 11 indicate Kolchak’s forces 
have resumed the offensive and are driving the Bolsheviki back towards the 
Urals.” Phillips had reported on Polk’s cables urging immediate repatriation 
of the Czechoslovaks; to do so would require an additional $12 million in 
credits to the Czech government and the necessary tonnage for about fifty 
thousand men. This request was repeated in September by Senator Carter 
Glass of Virginia, and Wilson replied, “Entirely approve loan to Czecho- 
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Slovak Republic under conditions named in your telegram of today.” He 
had the same telegram sent to Phillips.“4 The subject of Russia did not occur 
again as the presidential train turned east, to Salt Lake City, Cheyenne, and 
on to Denver and Pueblo. 

While Wilson was on his western tour, Long dealt with “the Russian 
problem.” He met frequently with Bakhmetev. The difficulties of cooper- 
ating with the Japanese had made it necessary for the department in early 
September to consider withdrawing from Siberia. In a sharply worded note 
for Morris to deliver to the Japanese foreign ministry, Lansing stated, “the 
only course practicable for the United States to pursue is an entire with- 
drawal from all further efforts to cooperate in Siberia to be followed if need 
be by a public statement of the reasons for such action since it might be 
misunderstood if no explanation is made.” The Japanese question had so 
pestered the department that, even notwithstanding the very real Russian 
difficulties, it was found necessary to threaten a departure. That note to 
Tokyo brought Bakhmetev to Long’s office promptly. Would America, he 
asked, really withdraw? Long said no but indicated that “if Japan would 
live up to her agreements that we would not necessarily withdraw; that we 
wanted to remain but could not be placed in the position of being responsi- 
ble for a situation for which we were not actually accountable.” Bakhmetev 
understood but asked if any assurances had been sent to Kolchak, to which 
Long told him that “a message of encouragement from the President . . . 
was to be orally communicated to Kolchak.” Long went on: “I told him 
that we wanted to help Deniken [wc] and Yudinich [vc] and any other 
movements on the soil of the old Russian empire which might be strongly 
against Bolshevism.” 

The British noted that America was pursuing its Siberian policy more 
vigorously and attributed this to the aggressive Japanese policy aimed at 
excluding American influence. The Japanese chargé in Washington left 
two notes at the State Department. The first claimed that Mongolia and 
Manchuria were out of the operation of the Allied consortium and the 
second objected to Lansing’s note to Tokyo. Japan thought it should have 
been advised informally.*° 

The British thought that enough was enough. A War Cabinet meeting on 
September 18 decided on the amount of “assistance in personnel, materials, 
and stores that should be given to General Anton Denikin, leader of the 
Whites in southern Russia, as the final contribution of the British Govern- 
ment to his cause in the struggle against the Soviet Government.” House 
wired the State Department not to expect the great powers to meet in Paris 
without the heads of government there to handle the Russian situation, but 
that the foreign offices of each power had to deal with it on their own. The 
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British were proceeding in this direction. At the War Cabinet meeting, it was 
decided not to exceed £3 million for winding up the commitment of supplies 
to Denikin from existing stocks without replacement. A time limit would be 
placed on volunteers in service with the British mission in southern Russia. 
Lloyd George warned Churchill on October 10 not to promise Kolchak a 
decided effort by the United States to help his armies. Such a statement 
would irritate the Americans and would be used by Kolchak.“” 

On November 4 it was reported at a British cabinet meeting that Gen- 
eral Denikin had been notified that after March 31, 1920, he would have 
to consider himself “self-supporting” and purchase his own supplies. In 
referring to its general Russian policy, the cabinet concluded, “the British 
Government were not out to destroy a revolutionary government in Russia, 
and had supported Admiral Kolchak and General Denikin because they had 
called their forces into being during the latter part of the war.” British policy 
had been, the cabinet noted, an effort to get the “Americans and Japanese 
to be responsible for supporting the anti-Bolshevist forces in this theatre.” 
The British cabinet meeting on December 15, 1919, let pass as an appendix 
to its transcript the policies decided at the Conferences of the Allied and 
Associated Powers and the British and French Governments held at 10 
Downing Street: not to enter into any further commitments, yet to allow 
the purchase of war matériel by the anti-Bolshevists; each power to be 
free to leave or maintain its missions and “to leave Bolshevist Russia, as it 
were, within a ring fence”; to help to maintain a strong Poland; to call no 
conference of the anti-Bolshevist states for the time being; and to assist the 
border states in maintaining their freedom.* It was clear, therefore, that 
Britain, France, and the Associated Powers were washing their hands of 
Russia. The notion of a “ring fence” almost hinted at a British-style version 
of a containment policy. 

The State Department was in despair over Siberia, which had, in Long’s 
terms, “more or less blown up.” He complained that Graves had sent a note 
to Omsk in “flagrant violation” of his jurisdiction and that the department 
was recommending his recall —nothing came of that—and that Morris’s 
reports were “mixed,” evidently referring to his change of heart to Kolchak. 
He was ordered to turn the remaining rifles over to Kolchak. Graves sent 
another scathing report on Kolchak and the Japanese to General March.” 

Not until September 26 did Kolchak decide to call a zemstvo [land] coun- 
cil. Phillips reported on it to Wilson. Polk asked whether recognition was 
decided on. These last-ditch signs had no resonance in the Department of 
State. On September 30 Lansing had a conference with Long and Baker on 
the question of Siberia. They agreed to bring the troops home at the earliest 
possible moment, get the Czechs out, and arrive at some understanding 
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with the Japanese concerning the railroads. Payment was arranged for the 
Czechs and German war prisoners, and the necessary tonnage was allotted. 
Lansing noted, “I favor strongly withdrawal of our troops and repatriation 
of Czechs, German and Austrian prisoners.”°° The fates of Kolchak and 
Denikin were sealed by actions in London and Washington. Russia would 
be left behind a “ring fence.” 

As a result of his massive stroke on October 2, 1919, the decline of the 
president until his last cabinet meeting of March 1, 1921, was steep and 
swift. Lansing wrote to Polk, admitting how distressing the Russian situ- 
ation was because of “the illness of the President and his inability to take 
part in public affairs.” When Wilson finally returned from his sickbed in 
January, Lansing characterized him as irritable, insolent, and resentful. In 
aletter to Wilson, Lansing admitted that it was true that he had held cabinet 
meetings. Lansing ended by saying, “I am of course ready, Mr. President, to 
relieve you of any embarrassment by placing my resignation in your hands.” 
Wilson took advantage of this offer on February 11. Lansing tendered his 
resignation the next day.°! 

Lansing’s resignation caused public indignation. He reflected on the rea- 
sons for it, one of them being “that I was running foreign affairs as I pleased.” 
The president needed a lame duck secretary and on February 25 announced 
the nomination of Bainbridge Colby, a New York lawyer with no diplomatic 
experience. Wilson explained and justified his nomination to Polk: “[he] 
believes in the things that we believe in and really believes in them.” House 
wrote that former Secretary of Agriculture David E. Houston had stopped 
by and that he had remarked, “He considers Alexander, new Secretary of 
Commerce, totally unfit for that place. He has an even stronger feeling as 
to the unfitness of Colby.”*? 

Colby did not break new ground on Russia. He summarized the direc- 
tion in which Russian-American relations had been headed under Lansing, 
especially when the Whites’ cause had evidently been lost. It had been clear 
to Wilson and Lansing when they were in Paris that America could not 
for the foreseeable future deal with the Soviets. They had an inkling of 
this during the “watch-and-wait” days of “doing nothing” and only “trivial 
intercourse” with the Bolsheviks in November and December 1917. The 
recall of General Judson, the reluctance to use Raymond Robins, and the 
Bolsheviks’ rejection of Wilson’s initiatives indicated that the United States 
would have no truck with the Soviet government. 

Russian affairs had continued despite Wilson’s illness. During October, 
with the president close to death, key questions on the crisis in Russia arose 
and drifted as Dr. Grayson, Wilson’s personal physician, and the president's 
wife, Edith Bolling Galt, received these questions but did not, and could not, 
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respond. The ever-present Japanese problem persisted despite the ranting 
and raving of the State Department to the Japanese embassy and Morris’s 
complaints to the Japanese foreign office. Graves repeatedly complained 
of Russian soldiers interfering with his operations in Vladivostok and the 
Cossacks in eastern Siberia doing so with the support of the Japanese. These 
complaints reached Grayson by way of Baker, but nothing could happen. 
Baker thought that U.S. troops either should be increased or withdrawn, 
that either the United States would open the Siberian door or the Japanese 
would close it. Lansing noted, “Secy Baker to say Grayson had read memo 
on Siberia who said we must insist on reply from Japan.” There was no 
answer to Baker’s two alternatives, and Lansing and Baker were exactly 
where they were before submitting the question to Grayson. General March 
told Graves that the president was too ill and the State Department would 
take up the question with the British ambassador, Sir Edward Grey. And 
that was where the matter remained. 

There was pressure from all sides to recognize Kolchak, but Lansing 
remained opposed and preferred to await developments. When Bakhmetev 
came to Long pleading for more troops, the answer was no. Hope ran high 
that Denikin might succeed and there was some talk of feeding northern 
Russia, including Petrograd. Finally, the question of a statement by the 
president on Bolshevism using Poole’s memo turned up again at a cabinet 
meeting, but nothing came of it at that time.™ 

November was much the same, as the president’s situation showed little 
improvement. The journalist Arthur Bullard told Morris, “If the State De- 
partment has any plans they are held up by the President’s illness.” When 
the question again came up as to what to do with Russian prisoners of war 
in Germany, Polk took the matter in hand to set up an Inter-Allied Commis- 
sion. Lansing had realized that Kolchak was done for and America would 
gain nothing and help nobody by keeping forces there. Though the Japanese 
would grumble, they would send more forces to protect Seménov.® 

December marked an improvement in the definition of Russian policy. 
The president began a slow recovery. Bakhmetev desperately appealed to 
Long that the president’s forthcoming message to Congress should include 
provisions for military supplies for the anti-Bolshevik forces. Long coun- 
tered by noting that the United States could not furnish supplies against 
an enemy with which America was not at war, nor act alone when the 
other Allies had not lived up to their promises. The United States, Long 
claimed, could not be held responsible for the fate of Russia. The League of 
Nations would have to do something for Russia. Bakhmetev acknowledged 
that he expected Kolchak’s elimination from the government in Siberia and 
opposed sending him to Denikin. The ambassador asked that the United 
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States hold Kolchak’s gold in trust. The Russian ambassador confronted 
Long on December 9, and Long refused military support of any kind. Long 
suggested economic assistance to the non-Bolshevik parts of Russia, saying 
that it might undermine the Soviets. °° 

Long realized that the power of the United States to aid Russia was about 
to end and that it would require congressional action for renewal. Lansing 
suggested that the time was right for a full report to Congress on Amer- 
ica’s actions in Russia and a presidential statement on future policy. Lloyd 
George suggested to Polk that “the time had come to see if it is not advisable 
to come to an understanding with Bolshevik Government.” Lansing com- 
mented that past experience proved the futility of arriving at a satisfactory 
understanding with the Bolsheviks since their ultimate purposes were inim- 
ical to every established government and their opportunism compromised 
any of their promises. According to Lansing, they could never be forcibly 
ousted, and they would only give way very gradually to new leaders and 
evolve into a government which at some point America might deal with. 
Only at that moment, exercising the greatest care and judgment, would 
it be possible to recognize the Russian government. If recognition came 
sooner, it would only encourage extreme and uncompromising elements. 
Lansing warned that Lloyd George would make a serious tactical error if 
he recognized the Bolsheviks and would incur a great moral responsibility 
for doing so. From Lansing’s point of view, “Lenin and his ill-advised dis- 
ciples will never permanently forego [vic] the dream of world revolution or 
enter loyally into amicable relations with non-Bolshevik Governments.”*” 
This was the basis of America’s nonrecognition policy. 

Long reported in late December that Lansing had agreed to evacuate 
American forces from Siberia. It was an admission that the White cause 
was doomed and that Russia would be left to solve its own problems. Long 
was jubilant: “I have finally succeeded to get Mr. Lansing to agree to evac- 
uate our forces from Siberia...I think I win. I have urged it for two 
months and do it now over the objections of the chiefs of my Russian and 
Far Eastern Divisions.” Lansing recorded, “Long on policy of withdrawing 
troops from Siberia. I favor it.” Polk could also be added to the list of those 
who opposed withdrawal. Long had the satisfaction that Wilson approved 
his memo, though Poole, now at the Russian desk, opposed it, and Polk was 
downright mad and requested a delay, which was rejected. Again, there was 
more jubilation from Long: “Lansing now agrees with me. So does Baker. 
Now does the President —and it is decided.” General March immediately 
cabled Graves of the decision and its confidentiality until actual orders were 
received. 

Graves reported that Kolchak was imprisoned in Irkutsk, where he had 
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been turned over to Social Revolutionists, according to General Janin’s 
advice. On February 6 he was given to the Bolsheviks, who shot him on 
February 7. General Knox, who had left for England in early January, 
thought “the support given by the British Government to Admiral Kolchak 
has been the most disgraceful page in English history.” He further blamed 
the Russian intelligentsia for being incapable of rallying round the admiral. 
So much for the maladroit admiral; so much for the pompous British general. 
It remained for Graves to pick up the pieces, keep the munitions intended 
for Kolchak, finish loading up the Czechs, Americans, and assorted German 
and Austrian prisoners of war, and deal with a new revolutionary govern- 
ment in Vladivostok. By February 19 he could report that only five thousand 
Americans remained and seventy-two thousand Czechs were withdrawing 
toward Vladivostok. 

This departure left the Japanese in control of the Maritime Provinces. In 
June Daniels wrote to Wilson, “The situation in Vladivostok has sufficiently 
developed to permit no doubt that the Japanese have firmly established 
themselves in Siberia and intend to remain, not only in Eastern Siberia, 
but also in Shantung and Manchuria and to dominate the government of 
China.” The secretary felt that the situation would eventually lead to a 
war between America and Japan from the economic consequences of this 
occupation unless the great powers could force Japan to withdraw.” 


3. 


The cost of America’s involvement had been twofold. First, there had 
been the credits of $450 million extended to various Russian governments 
after the tsar’s fall. From July 6, 1917, to November 1, 1917, the amount 
of $191.4 million was expended. The total disbursement from December 1, 
1917, to January 1, 1920, was another $77.3 million. Yet at least a third of 
the total, Bakhmetev claimed, was derived from sources other than Ameri- 
can credits. If this was true, then the amount of U.S. money expended was 
approximately $179.1 million. Second, there were the expenditures related 
to the American participation in the northern Russia and Siberian interven- 
tions. The amount actually dispersed in northern Russia was $1.1 million, 
and another $1.9 million for a total of about $3.1 million was purchased 
from the British Supply Service in Russia. Added to this was the Siberian 
expenditure of $8 million. The grand total came to about $190.2 million. 
Baker told Senator James A. Reed of Missouri that some supplies were 
returned and salvaged.®! 

Graves turned in his final report on May 26, 1920. It was a detailed 
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summary of events in Siberia. Baker wrote Graves that he had just finished 
reading the comprehensive report: “The Expedition having been completely 
withdrawn from Siberia, and its final operations now being a matter of 
record, I give myself the pleasure of congratulating you upon tact, energy 
and success with which you, as the commanding general of the Expedition, 
uniformly acted.” 

Many excuses and apologies were offered for withdrawal. Lansing 
suggested that developments in Siberia were unexpected, contrary to the 
Wilson administration's hopes. Every man who could be drilled, Lansing ar- 
gued, had to be sent to the Western Front; yet the Japanese could not be left 
alone to secure the eastward march of the Czechoslovaks and prevent Ger- 
man and Austrian prisoners of war from seizing the railroads as that would 
antagonize Siberians and unite all factions against them. The Supreme Com- 
mand allowed ten thousand Americans for that purpose. Since the United 
States was not at war with Russia, America could not support one faction 
against another short of congressional action to declare war. Congress also 
was against the intervention in the first place and interfered every step of 
the way. It was a vain hope to believe that Kolchak’s army, supplied by the 
United States, could replace the Czechs. Russians simply would not rally 
around him. Lansing concluded, “I wish you [George Kennan] to know 
that it was not lack of sympathy which prevented the deployment of a large 
active force in Siberia but conditions which simply rendered such a course 
out of the question. We were bound hand and foot by the circumstances.” 

Bliss, in his final report to the Supreme War Council of February 6, 1920, 
explained that there had been a misconception as to the extent of revolu- 
tionary sympathy in Russia. The Allies thought that it would only take a few 
divisions to get possession of military stores at Vladivostok and Archangel 
and gain control of the Trans-Siberian railway as far as Cheliabinsk and 
furnish a nucleus around which orderly elements would rally and carry 
their influence to European Russia. The Germans would be prevented from 
getting military stores and Siberian grain. The restoration of order would 
lead to the rehabilitation of the Russian army so that it would again join in 
the struggle on the Eastern Front. Likewise, in northern Russia the Allies 
needed a point of support and access to western Russia in order to embar- 
rass German efforts to check the Siberian intervention and allow supplies 
from two directions to Russia. Four to six battalions could do the job, with 
America sending one or two. It had been thought that orderly elements 
might rally around such a force, and an ice-free port at Murmansk might 
be held for a possible larger intervention. Wilson allowed three battalions of 
infantry and three companies of engineers to participate. When offensive 
actions began and the United States was urged to augment these forces, 
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Bliss insisted that the purpose was only defensive, that is, the retention 
of the ports. The United States refused an organized intervention into the 
Russian interior from northern Russia.™ 

Morris blamed the Siberian failure on Kolchak’s “characteristic bad judg- 
ment” and the chicanery of French General Janin and British General 
Knox. As Morris aptly put it, “There is still much dispute as to what Janin 
told the Czechs to do but one fact is clear in the telephone conversation 
they handed Kolchak and, if you remember, the remaining members of the 
staff and guard to the Social Revolutionists who immediately locked him 
up in the Irkutsk prison. So ended the political career of the supreme ruler.” 
Siberia to Irkutsk was controlled by the Bolsheviks; Irkutsk to the Pacific 
was under the Japanese. 

J. Van MacMurray at the Japanese desk of the State Department blamed 
Long for the decision, basing his criticism on Long’s notion that the Siberian 
intervention had lacked popular understanding and sympathy. °° 

The ultimate question now arose in an acute form: what policy would 
America adopt toward Bolshevik Russia? Whatever statement would 
emerge, perhaps one sometimes urged by Lansing and based on drafts 
of a report by Poole, such a policy would now have to develop out of the 
backdrop of a Red Scare in America. The British ambassador, Sir Auckland 
Geddes, reported to the prime minister that “There is nothing that I know 
of that this country is so frightened of as Bolshevism. They have got a very 
large unassimilated foreign population that responds readily to Bolshevik 
and Socialist propaganda.” Geddes had written approvingly to the secretary 
of state, Bainbridge Colby, of John Spargo’s anti-Bolshevik book, Russia as 
an American Problem, just then published. He agreed with Spargo that Lenin 
was a great tyrant who made “dupes” of the working class to increase his 
power. “I do not imagine for one moment,” he wrote Colby, “that he does 
anything but laugh in his sleeve at his dupes among the working class in 
Russia as well as in other countries.” ° 

When replying to an inquiry by Samuel Gompers about the possibil- 
ity of trade with the Soviet Union, Colby responded that there had been 
conferences on lifting the restrictions, but that the Soviet government was 
insistent on recognition as a precedent. Then Colby went on to lay down the 
basis of a future relationship between the United States and Russia: “While 
this government has no desire to interfere with the internal affairs of the 
Russian people or to suggest the kind of government they should have, 
the existing regime in Russia does not represent the will or consent of any 
considerable proportion of the Russian people. It repudiates every principle 
of harmonious and trustful relations, whether of nations or of individuals, 
and is based upon the negation of honor and good faith and every usage 
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and convention underlying the structure of international law.”®* From this 
it was just a step to a full-blown and formal statement indicating to the 
world the consequences of this attitude. 

Unwilling to accept the Curzon line as the eastern frontier of Poland, 
Marshal Jozef Pilsudski had swept into Ukraine and occupied Kiev on 
May 7, 1920. By June 11 Pilsudski was forced to evacuate Kiev. The Red 
Army threw the Polish army back behind the Bug River. The Reds tried to 
seize Warsaw. It was in this atmosphere that the Italian ambassador, Baron 
Camillo Romano Avezzana, asked what the American policy toward Soviet 
Russia was. Using this as the opportunity fora statement, Colby drew on the 
previous Lansing materials, the Russian desk of the State Department, and 
information supplied to him by John Spargo. Most important, as Herbert 
Hoover related, “The President at this time had passed the worst crisis of his 
illness, and Secretary Colby some years later informed me that he had gone 
over the draft of this message paragraph by paragraph with the President 
and that some of the expressions in it were introduced by the President.”® It 
was only right that Wilson himself be the author of America’s first formally 
announced cold war doctrine and, as such, its first cold warrior, though 
Lansing also was aptly qualified for that honor. 

The result of these joint efforts was the note of August 9, 1920 —a crys- 
tallization of Wilsonian diplomacy with respect to Soviet Russia. It repre- 
sented the president’s thoughts, reached by an arduous route: from his first 
known utterances on Russia, through his selection of an ambassador, to his 
recognition of the Provisional Government, to his “do-nothing” policy with 
the Soviets and reluctance to intervene, to his Paris failures, and, finally, to 
the withdrawal of forces. 

The note began with an awareness of the Red Army’s invasion of Poland 
and the necessity to guarantee “by all means” Poland’s territorial integrity 
and independence through a specific armistice rather than through a gen- 
eral European conference, which would only serve to recognize Bolshevik 
Russia and dismember its territory. Colby then turned to “certain cognate 
and inseparable phases of the Russian question viewed more broadly.”” 
This view rested on a history of America’s relationship with Russia since 
March 1917. Colby noted that Russia’s brief experiment in democratic self- 
government, a government first recognized by the United States, had gained 
the sympathy and help of America. America became the ally of Russia and 
gave moral and material support in order for her to carry on the war vig- 
orously and simultaneously to reconstruct her national life. America exhib- 
ited a sincere friendship and gratitude to the “great Russian nation.” Colby 
pointed out the tangible results: “we sent to Russia an expert commission 
to aid in bringing about such a reorganization of the railroad transporta- 
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tion system of the country as would reinvigorate the whole of its economic 
life and so add to the well-being of the Russian people.” America deeply 
regretted Russia’s withdrawal from the war at a critical moment, Colby 
continued, and the “disastrous surrender at Brest-Litovsk,” for which the 
Russian people were “in no wise responsible.” Rather, America retained a 
faith in the high character and future of the Russian people to overcome 
“anarchy, suffering and destitution” in order to restore a free and united 
country that upheld peace and justice. Until then, America would seek to 
uphold Russia’s sovereignty over the former empire's territory, with the 
exceptions of Finland, Poland, and Armenia, as an “honorable obligation to 
the great nation whose brave and heroic self-sacrifice contributed so much 
to the successful termination of the war.””! These illustrations, according to 
Colby, showed the consistency of America’s policy toward Russia. 

The United States would take justifiable steps to solve European difficul- 
ties peacefully, but it would not recognize Russia: “It is unable to perceive, 
however, that a recognition of the Soviet regime would promote, much less 
accomplish this object, and it is therefore averse to any dealings with the 
Soviet regime beyond the most narrow boundaries to which a discussion 
of an armistice can be confined.”” The reason, Colby asserted, had noth- 
ing to do with any specific political or social structure the Russian people 
embraced, though the Bolsheviks seized power “by force and cunning” and 
ruled with “savage oppression.” Rather, it had a wholly different basis: “The 
existing regime in Russia is based upon the negation of every principle of 
honor and good faith, and every usage and convention, underlying the whole 
structure of international law; the negation, in short, of every principle upon 
which it is possible to base harmonious and trustful relations, whether of 
nations or of individuals.” These negations included signing but not ob- 
serving agreements, instigating world revolution by every means including 
through their diplomatic agencies, and using the Third International whose 
agents received the support and protection of the Soviet government. The 
Soviet government promoted intrigue and propaganda against the institu- 
tions and laws of the very countries with which it was at peace. Given these 
circumstances, Colby concluded, there was no confidence, trust, or respect; 
hence, no recognition.”> Nothing was said about trade, the repudiation of 
debts, or the nationalization of property. 

There were two addenda: in August 1919 Wilson rejected participating 
in a joint Allied blockade of Russia in the Baltic Sea and stated that he 
preferred that each nation decide this issue on its own; and in June 1920 
Wilson declared the freedom of the United States to trade with Soviet 
Russia on condition that the government took no responsibility for it.” 


Conclusions 
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he Colby Note had adopted the nonrecognition policy advocated by 

Lansing and the State Department, and the Wilson administration had 
encouraged other countries to do likewise. Because the note was issued 
on Wilson’s watch, it carried his immense intellectual respectability, a re- 
spectability only he could give it, not any of his advisers or, for that matter, 
any of his foreign colleagues. It was, as Winston Churchill later remarked, 
“upon the workings of this man’s mind and spirit to the exclusion of almost 
every other factor” that the “history of the world depended.” Americans 
supported such a policy. The note said nothing about trade, repudiation of 
tsarist and Provisional Government debts, or nationalization of American 
property in Russia. Though it castigated the Bolshevik regime, the possi- 
bility of trade remained. This was important because President Warren G. 
Harding’s appointments of Herbert Hoover as secretary of commerce and 
Charles Evans Hughes as secretary of state not only agreed with nonrecog- 
nition but extended the Colby Note to trade. America had “quarantined” 
Russia and asked others to do so as well. In March 1921, Hoover issued a 
statement that trade was limited by communism because credits could not 
be extended to a government that repudiated private property. At a cabinet 
meeting three weeks after Harding’s inauguration, Maxim Litvinov’s appeal 
for a reversal of nonrecognition and an improvement in commercial rela- 
tions failed. Hoover and Hughes spoke against Litvinov. Next, Hoover and 
Hughes extended the Colby Note into the Colby-Hoover-Hughes Doctrine 
by tying commerce to the question of recognition. ! 

The Republicans were more militant toward communism than their Dem- 
ocratic predecessors. Wilson had kept his silence toward Harding, but in 
April 1923 he produced a draft, “The Road Away from Revolution,” a 
revised version of which appeared in the Atlantic Monthly. He called the 
Russian Revolution the outstanding event of the age. He stated that it was 
produced by the capitalist system and by no aberration of its own. Under 
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the tsars Russians had been denied the right to be free. The Bolsheviks at- 
tacked capitalism. The way from Russia’s Bolshevik fate lay in maintenance 
of standards for justice. Western civilization must reach beyond impartial 
rules to sympathy and helpfulness, to the general welfare. The age strove 
for these qualities and reacted against what it deemed to be capitalism's 
selfishness. Democracy had made the world safe from German autocracy. 
Wilson wrote that “democracy has not yet made the world safe against irra- 
tional revolution.”* The supreme task facing democracy was the salvation 
of civilization. America as the greatest democracy must lead in the task. 
Republicans remained opposed to Wilsonianism and frozen in isolation. 

Wilson’s explanation for the mistakes of the Russian Revolution was 
deleted from the published article. In the draft he maintained that the Bol- 
sheviks acted with haste, ignorance, and the passion of an elite suddenly 
possessing power to do as it pleased and not obliged to respect opposition. 
The future challenge was to redeem civilization without repeating Bolshevik 
mistakes. By finally and completely rejecting Bolshevism on all accounts, he 
had become the champion of the West — of Wilsonianism against Leninism.* 
But the champion had few followers. 

His warning to Western capitalism that it might fall to Russian Bolshe- 
vism passed unheeded. America went through the twenties as it had during 
Wilson’s time, without any real understanding of Russia. There was no 
intent to seek any kind of mutual respect until the “quarantined” Bolshevik 
contagion fell from power or changed its ways sufficiently to conform to 
Washington’s standard of behavior. The Bolsheviks for their part would 
continue to see the world through the glasses of Marxism-Leninism. Soviet 
Russia was isolated by the Versailles system’s cordon vanitaire of buffer states 
on its western rim and turned in on itself. A small amount of trade with the 
United States did occur through such Soviet organizations as Arcos and 
Amtorg, but the results were unsatisfactory. American travelers went to 
Russia to see the society of the future and tell Americans.4 The United 
States refused to have anything to do with Soviet Russia, despite the fact 
that its former associates, Great Britain and France, had recognized the 
Bolshevik government by 1924; there was no opportunity for an American- 
Soviet dialogue. 

Both powers, America and Russia, participated in the world that Wilson 
had created but that Americans refused to ratify. Russia made a treaty with 
Germany at Rapallo in 1922 and joined the League of Nations in 1934. 
America initiated the Kellogg-Briand Pact of 1928 and was an observer at 
the League. These actions inspired little dialogue; the hostility generated by 
intervention in Russia and expressed in the Colby-Hoover-Hughes Doc- 
trine could hardly build respect. In the twenties Wilson’s policy toward 
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Russia was sustained and deepened, mainly because Republican presidents 
Warren Harding, Calvin Coolidge, and Herbert Hoover were not taken as 
seriously as Wilson had been on large questions of foreign policy. This was 
due not only to Wilson’s high standing as a scholar but also to the fact that 
America had been the holder of the balance of power during World War 
I and Wilson had been the individual holder of that balance by virtue of 
the power over foreign policy that a president possesses in the American 
constitutional system. Wilson believed in that power to a greater degree 
than had most of his predecessors. 

If it had become clear that the Bolsheviks were there to stay, America 
remained unconvinced. Wilson, Lansing, and Colby helped lay the foun- 
dations for the later Cold War and policy of containment. There was no 
military confrontation, armed standoff, or arms race. Yet certain basics were 
there: suspicion, mutual misunderstandings, dislike, fear, ideological hostil- 
ity, and diplomatic isolation. America would find it easy to return to them. 
Each side was driven by ideology, by capitalism versus communism. Each 
country sought to reconstruct the world. When the world resisted, pressure 
could be used. This was the very theme that Wilson’s name and his intel- 
lectual respectability, if you will, lent credibility to. Recent reassessments 
of Wilson credit him with setting the basics of American diplomacy for the 
entire twentieth century. Frank Ninkovich asserts that all major American 
foreign policies since 1939 have been extensions of Wilsonian principles: 
Atlantic charter, Declaration on Liberated Europe, Truman Doctrine, Mar- 
shall Plan, and so forth. Tony Smith declares that America’s winning of the 
Cold War fulfilled Wilson’s notion of a global order. And in a stunning es- 
say, William R. Keylor agrees that the “Truman Doctrine was a Wilsonian 
pronouncement par excellence.”® 

By the time of the presidency of Franklin Roosevelt, it had become evident 
that isolation served no purpose. Roosevelt’s hopes for a new relationship 
with Bolshevism now displaced Wilson’s intellectual respectability. America 
could now play an inside game with the exchange of ambassadors and 
counselors. The Soviet Union appeared likely to remain in place. The 1933 
recognition seemed a start. The Russians pledged to refrain from subversive 
activity, to protect all Americans in Russia (the problem that had led to the 
abrogation of the 1832 treaty), and to negotiate a settlement of tsarist debts. 
Few of these expectations came true, and only the slowing of American 
overseas trade on account of the depression led to rapprochement with the 
Soviet Union. The Soviets may also have considered that America might 
help balance Japanese power. 

American influence did not prevent the domestic evils that befell the So- 
viet Union in the thirties —collectivization and the great purges. Nor could 
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America look for enlightenment to Ambassador Joseph Davies, who suc- 
ceeded William C. Bullitt, America’s first ambassador to the Soviet Union. 
Davies's successor, Laurence Steinhardt, shared the hard line with those 
who felt that the Soviets only responded to force.° World War II did bring 
the two powers closer during the ambassadorship of W. Averell Harriman, 
but after the war policies again drove them apart. They maintained an 
uneasy relationship through the Cold War, but at least recognition allowed 
any attempt at modifying behavior. Recognition had not been an option un- 
der Wilson and his immediate successors. It was unnecessary in the 1920s 
when no one, not even the Bolsheviks, was sure the socialist experiment 
would work. 

Through the years, however, there was a certain continuity of policy in 
regard to Russia, beginning with Wilson’s “quarantine” and moving to con- 
tainment as suggested by U.S. diplomat George F. Kennan and others such 
as White House counselor Clark Clifford. The most interesting aspect of 
Kennan’s analysis was its assumption that the inside game, the one that had 
been represented by Robins, Judson, Bullitt, and, finally, Roosevelt, was 
useless in terms of gaining confidence and friendship.” Kennan’s analysis 
rejected Roosevelt’s notion that such a procedure would win over the So- 
viet dictator Joseph Stalin. Kennan’s recommendations aimed at avoiding 
being a chum or assuming a community of aims. Goodwill got the United 
States nowhere. The “Clifford Report,” submitted to President Truman in 
1946, summarized Soviet diplomacy as aggrandizement designed to lead to 
“eventual world domination [by any means] considered . . . to be in the best 
interests of the Soviet Union in accordance with Soviet policy of increasing 
their power at the expense of other nations.” Clifford’s report went on to 
say, “The key to an understanding of current Soviet foreign policy, in sum- 
mary, is the realization that Soviet leaders adhere to the Marxian theory of 
ultimate destruction of capitalist states.”’ One of Wilson’s own experiences 
seemed proof enough. His message to the Fourth All-Russian Congress of 
Soviets had brought a rhetorical slap in the face from Grigorii Zinoviev. 

What Kennan in the 1940s labeled modesty and patience were at the 
center of Wilsonian strategy; they were what Lansing termed watch-and- 
wait and what Colby called nonrecognition. The Wilsonians realized that 
a minority ruled Russia and that it must be distinguished from the masses. 
There was no idealism in that realization. Kennan said that the elite did 
not represent the people. Wilson found out the uselessness of intervention, 
as he had in Mexico. Kennan came to the same conclusion. Containment 
was not military, except as a last recourse. He emphasized “political con- 
tainment of a political threat.” Diplomacy had to be a “long-term, patient 
but firm and vigilant containment.” The Colby Note recognized the danger 
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of subversive activities. Kennan repeatedly drew attention to Comintern 
[Third or Communist International] actions. Kennan believed that if the 
United States had force and made clear its readiness to use it, it would 
rarely have to do so.° 

Kennan’s famous “X” article, “The Sources of Soviet Conduct” of July 
1947 in Foretgn Affairs, exploited this point of view. He referred to Marxist 
ideology and Marxists as “nebulous, visionary and impractical,” reminiscent 
of Wilson’s remark about the Bolsheviks as “fatuous dreamers” or Lansing’s 
allusion to “dangerous idealists.” Lansing and Wilson criticized those whom 
Kennan pointed out as Marxist ideologues who thought they knew what 
was best and who were willing to be duplicitous in pursuit of it. Wilson 
noted this tactic in his Atlantic Monthly article, and Kennan referred to “ag- 
gressive intransigence.” Wilson would have needed no reminders in what 
Kennan characterized as the policy of secretiveness. Kennan remarked that 
there would always be Americans who felt that the Soviets changed; but 
he warned that such characteristics derived from the nature of the beast. 
Kennan reached almost the same conclusion that Wilson had, though it 
was extended to fit an even more powerful foe. Wilson had concluded that 
isolating the Soviets and protecting their neighbors by “quarantine” was 
the right policy, even if that meant an activist policy by his allies in Poland 
to prevent a Red Army victory in 1920, when General Maxim Weygand 
aided Marshal Pilsudski. Kennan sought a more active program of “firm 
and vigilant containment.” He called for containment by “adroit and vigilant 
application of counter-force at a series of constantly shifting geographical 
and political points, corresponding to the shifts and maneuvers of Soviet 
policy.” If this were done, Soviet power “bears... the seeds of its own 
decay, and. . . the sprouting of these seeds is well advanced.” !® 

Shortly after Kennan’s article, Walter Lippmann, the well-known political 
pundit and journalist, published articles in the New York Herald Tribune, later 
collected as a book, The Cold War: A Study in U.S. Foreign Policy. In it he 
opposed Kennan’s containment and, by implication, the Wilsonian doctrine 
of quarantine. He did so by suggesting a wholly different alternative to 
fencing in Soviet Russia, what the British had called a “ring fence,” whether 
it be by cordon sanitaire, “quarantine,” or containment. He also popularized 
the term “cold war.” 

For Lippmann, containment —what he felt to be the heart of the Truman 
Doctrine, announced to the Congress by President Truman on March 12, 
1947 — meant squandering power around the periphery of the Soviet Union 
ina kind of trench warfare, instead of focusing on the Atlantic community, 
including its Mediterranean offshoot. The objective of policy would be to 
negotiate treaties with Germany and Austria that would include evacuation 
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of non-European armies, even if that meant paying a ransom to Russia in 
the form of reparations, concessions, and trade agreements. The Red Army 
had defeated Germany; its removal could liberate Germany. Removal would 
restore the balance of power, which Lippmann considered the goal of Soviet 
diplomacy, an extension of tsarist diplomacy. Withdrawal of the Red Army 
would be the “acid test,” as he borrowed Wilson’s words, of American 
diplomacy. “Our aim,” he wrote, “will not be to organize an ideological 
crusade. It will not be to make Jeffersonian democrats out of the peasants 
of eastern Europe, . . . but to settle the war and restore the independence of 
the nations of Europe by removing the alien armies —all of them, our own 
included.” !! 

Lansing and Wilson were cautious toward the Bolsheviks. They under- 
stood that Bolshevik goals varied from tsarist ones, that Marxist ideology 
made a difference. Fanaticism made Lenin and his colleagues opportunistic 
and intransigent and gave them what Kennan called aggressive intran- 
sigence. Lippmann was wrong. Kennan’s analysis began with Marxism- 
Leninism, and Kennan concluded that for Lenin the “victorious prole- 
tariat . . . would rise against the remaining capitalist world,” that capitalism 
was a menace to the socialist homeland and had intervened there, and that, 
in Kennan’s words, the Soviets cultivated the “semi-myth of implacable 
foreign hostility,” or what came to be known as the doctrine of the two 
camps. Because of the “innate antagonism between capitalism and Social- 
ism,” the Kremlin developed secretiveness, duplicity, suspiciousness, and 
unfriendliness. Kennan pointed to the backwardness of Russia and the 
problems of doctrine when a dictator made errors. What proved decisive 
in Kennan’s critique was his analysis of the decay of the Stalinist system. !” 
Lippmann ridiculed Kennan’s calculation, but this was the one calculation, 
in retrospect, that was on the mark. 

And it was only on that particular calculation that Kennan was, in a 
unique but important sense, a disciple of Wilson. They both believed that 
the Bolshevik system would collapse, though Wilson thought sooner rather 
than later. America had the ability, so the Wilsonians thought, to influence 
and to bring down the Soviet system. It should be noted that Kennan, after 
putting forward the idea, subsequently moved away from the most militant 
expressions of containment, while his successors at the State Department — 
for instance, Dean Acheson —implemented them. “The diplomat who had 
done so much in 1946 to convince official Washington that the Soviets had 
to be contained —by the threat of force as well as political and economic 
pressure —felt by 1948 that he had created a monster.” ! 

The president of the World War I era was not willing to do everything to 
rid the world of communism. Yet he was just enough of an anti-Bolshevik 
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pragmatist to try laundering a little money to Lenin’s enemies, supporting a 
dose of espionage, and trying a very limited intervention. He was involved 
in a certain amount of conspiracy that one historian labeled a “secret war.” 4 
The British and French pressed him into intervention. He distrusted Japan 
and desired to help the Czechs. He drew a line to keep involvement small. 
Wilson was frequently misinformed, his attentions elsewhere, influenced 
by the British, sometimes a bit devious, high-handed, perhaps even con- 
spiratorial. In the end, he was so frustrated by Bolshevik shenanigans that 
he decided on “quarantine,” in the hope that others would follow. 

Lansing and colleagues at the State Department had assumed that posi- 
tion all along. They preferred not to have any business at all with Bolshe- 
viks. They rejected Judson, Robins, and Bullitt. The Bolsheviks wanted 
too much for their uncertain cooperation. In Wilson’s view, recognition, 
trade, a presence in Russia, and diplomatic deals would accomplish little 
except to bleed the West, strengthen Soviet Russia, and leave the United 
States open to endless manipulation by the Bolsheviks. Wilson, finally and 
painfully, came to the same conclusion that would be reached by Kennan 
three decades later; it took two interventions and the Paris experience for 
Wilson to reach that point. On this issue, Wilson was a “realist.”!° By the 
time Secretary of State Bainbridge Colby came along, it was obvious that 
no dealings of the kind offered, no military adventures as pressed by the 
British or suggested by Foch and Clemenceau, would work. Colby’s Note 
fixed American policy until 1933. There was then a fourteen-year hiatus 
during which Roosevelt tried to play the “inside game” recommended by 
Judson, Robins, and Bullitt. He lost. Kennan began a reversal of Roosevelt's 
wartime policy. 

All this means that in 1920 Wilson had come close to the conclusion 
that Kennan arrived at after World War II. Wilson’s notion of a policy 
to “quarantine” Bolshevism was broadly construed in the Colby Note and 
collective security and his own road away from revolution. America had to 
be strong, flexible, and patient. If Russia were contained, the system would 
collapse under the weight of its own contradictions. Kennan’s policy was 
nothing if not exerted from the outside. It consisted of waiting and the use 
of counterforce. There was no sweet-talk, no promises. 

Wilson’s policy of informed containment had intellectual respectability. 
Because of this, it lent the policies of President Truman and Secretary of 
State George C. Marshall credibility, years before President Ronald Rea- 
gan’s concept of an evil empire. It is possible to draw a relatively straight 
line from Wilson and his collaborators down to Kennan and Reagan. The 
Wilsonians were the first cold warriors, and in the era of Wilson the first 
cold war began.!° 
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istorians became interested in the relations of Wilson’s administration 
H: Russia with the publication of William Appleman Williams’s sem- 
inal study of American-Russian relations a half-century ago, in 1952. No 
doubt this interest was a direct result of the start of the Cold War. George F. 
Kennan contributed a thoughtful analysis of the origin of Soviet-American 
relations a few years later. There have been numerous monographs to sup- 
plement these contrasting yet remarkable works. They were contrasting 
because Williams believed that Wilson intervened as well as initiated the 
Cold War due to his anti-Bolshevism; Kennan thought Wilson was pres- 
sured into intervention by the Allies and the need to help the Czechoslovak 
Legion. Among the various monographs, Betty Miller Unterberger’s studies 
of the military intervention in Russia and the rise of Czechoslovakia, as well 
as John M. Thompson’s research on the Russian question at the Paris Peace 
Conference, stand out. Students of this period are indebted to Arthur S. 
Link’s publishing of The Papers of Woodrow Wilson. The present study owes 
much toa large and growing body of scholarship and the opening of relevant 
archives. ! 

Interpretations are often divided between what were labeled as “real- 
ists” and “idealists” or “orthodox” and “revisionists.” As applied to Russia, 
these divisions represented those who sided with efforts at accommodation, 
even cooperation, with Russia, tsarist or communist, and those who viewed 
America’s relationship suspiciously or with hostility. On both sides of the 
divide, scholars were called pragmatists, apologists, fellow travelers, true 
believers, doubters, irreconcilables, softs, and hards—to name but a few 
ill-fitting terms. More than fifty years of research and the end of the Cold 
War have taught us to begin putting aside these negative labels so that we 
may see the actual nature of the relationship Wilson established, however 
contradictory it may appear. 

It is important for us to gain a clear understanding of Wilson’s relationship 
with Russia because it contributed to a later rationale for the Cold War. It 
may come as a surprise to some that his administration employed simi- 
lar Cold War tactics: ideological warfare, espionage, armed intervention, 
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blockade, economic isolation, laundering money, and quarantine. There 
was no arms race. It may further startle students of the debate that at the 
same time that Wilson’s administration employed these tactics, he himself 
insisted on Russia's self-determination and territorial integrity. On what 
grounds can we reconcile interference in the internal affairs of Russia and 
at the same time maintain that Wilson was true to his ideals? 

Wilsonian tactics versus Wilsonian ideals make for a contradictory story. 
His tactics were aimed at reconstituting the Eastern Front in the first in- 
stance, and collapsing Bolshevism in the second. During the Cold War 
such tactics were used to prevent communism’s worldwide penetration. 
The preaching of freedom and democracy went hand-in-hand with the use 
of dirty tricks. There was no causal relationship between Wilson’s Russian 
diplomacy, with its contradictions and inconsistencies, and Cold War diplo- 
macy, but some of his legacy could and would be employed again. Then and 
later ideological conflict between American capitalism and Russian commu- 
nism as manifested in the Red Scare of 1919-1920 and the McCarthyism 
of the 1950s remained.’ 

The glaring contradictions in Wilson’s Russian policy can be explained 
in a variety of ways. Wilson was sometimes poorly informed, even misin- 
formed, about Russia. The result was that he often assumed an ambiguous 
position as he looked with bafflement on the Russian enigma, tsarist or com- 
missarist. It could be argued that his Russian policy had inherited President 
Theodore Roosevelt’s Japanese favoritism and President William Howard 
Taft’s abrogation of the Russo-American commercial treaty of 1832, neither 
one a good start for Wilson. Wilson worsened further relations by waiting 
for more than a year before appointing two successive ambassadors, Henry 
M. Pindell and George C. Marye. Pindell lasted a day, Marye little more 
than a year. His third appointment, David R. Francis, had some success 
with the Tsarist and Provisional Governments but failed with the Soviets. 
That last failure owed much to his administration’s cold-war-style tactics, 
diluted with vaunting idealism. 

Students of this subject have struggled to understand Wilson’s Russian 
policy. He made few clear pronouncements, and he acted in contradictory 
ways. For example, he denounced intervention and then authorized it. The 
opinions of his advisers, especially Secretary of State Lansing, were impor- 
tant. On some occasions, Wilson explicitly agreed with Lansing, but often 
his agreement was implicit. This was because the president liked acting as 
his own secretary of state, but he could not micromanage everything. He 
understood the general trend of his Russian policy, however unaware he 
might have been of its details. The president left us no memoirs, no diaries, 
no table talk. But there is a profusion of details that, taken as a whole, 
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give a pattern to Wilson’s Russian policy, especially after the Bolshevik 
Revolution. 

The president avoided de facto recognition of Lenin in hope of Russia’s 
democratic reconstitution and its military reestablishment of the Eastern 
Front. Wilson first intervened militarily in northern Russia after the Treaty 
of Brest-Litovsk on March 3, 1918, for the official reason of the protection 
of Allied supplies. He likewise intervened in Siberia with the additional ar- 
gument that this would aid the Czechoslovak Legion’s exodus from Russia. 
These Legionnaires had been recruited into the tsar’s army during World 
War I and wanted to continue the struggle against Germany. It was British, 
and to some extent French, pressure that really forced Wilson’s hand in 
each instance, with the later addition of Japanese complications in the Far 
East. At the Paris Peace Conference, the president attempted unsuccess- 
fully to reconcile the Reds and the Whites, contenders in the Russian Civil 
War: he tried to get the Reds and Whites to negotiate a peace settlement 
at Prinkipo; William C. Bullitt went to Moscow to explore a possible deal 
with Lenin; the Allies offered food relief to Lenin through the auspices 
of Fridtjof Nansen; the president then adopted a watch-and-wait policy 
toward the counterrevolutionary Admiral Alexander V. Kolchak’s Omsk 
government. He hoped it would succeed. It failed. All this time he preached 
the principles of Russian territorial integrity and self-determination. 

Wilson never tried to abridge Russia’s territorial integrity or limit Russian 
national sovereignty. To these principles he remained true. They help to ex- 
plain why he vigorously resisted intervention and why, when the British and 
French pressed it upon him, he placed the strictest limitations on American 
military involvement. Wilson reluctantly went along with his Allies’ wish 
for a reconstitution of the Eastern Front. But if Bolshevism had collapsed 
on its own or with a slight push, Wilson would probably have rejoiced. 

It is unpopular to admit Wilson’s anti-Bolshevism, though it became very 
clear by the time of his westward swing in support of the League of Nations 
in the fall of 1919. He reached this position painfully. What emerges is a 
very complex picture, but a picture of which Wilson could neither have 
been wholly unaware nor beyond reproach. 

Wilson concluded that diplomatic relations with the Soviets, calling as 
they did for the destruction of capitalism, were impossible. Secretary of 
State Bainbridge Colby, Lansing’s replacement in early 1920, announced 
nonrecognition as Wilson’s final Russian policy. Colby’s successor, Charles 
Evans Hughes, extended this to commerce. Both Colby and Hughes be- 
lieved that their diplomatic and commercial quarantine would be imitated 
by other nations. It was not. Britain and France recognized Soviet Russia 
in 1924. Eventually, President Franklin D. Roosevelt did likewise in 1933. 
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Roosevelt’s recognition broadened into wartime collaboration against Nazi 
Germany. In 1946 America reverted to a Wilsonian-like quarantine, some 
calling it containment, while at the same time the United States played the 
savior of freedom and democracy. Containment blossomed into a full-scale 
arms race. 

It is in this sense that George F. Kennan, an architect of containment, 
was a disciple of Wilson. It is wrong to call Kennan a Wilsonian in any 
other sense, though the whole business about Kennan’s realism now seems 
passé.5 Kennan, while still calling on American foreign policy makers to 
“put away childish things” such as “self-idealization” and the “search for 
absolutes in world affairs,” also contended that Bolshevik hostility to the 
West invited a similar reaction “equivalent to the creation of a state of war” 
that may even have been “part of the rationale for the Allied intervention 
in 1918.” He pointed out that this was not the “classic concept” of a state of 
war: “[Russia] has not, in other words, sought to obtain its objectives by the 
traditional processes of open and outright warfare.”4 This nonclassical war, 
a variant of the later “Cold War,” existed from Wilson’s time throughout 
the twenties. Wilson met initial Bolshevik hostility in much the same way 
that his successors did, that is, by taking measures to contain the Bolshevik 
menace. Wilson’s misunderstandings of Russia, his desire not to deal with 
Bolshevism, his various tactics to undermine or eliminate Bolshevism, and 
his high-flying idealism were foundation stones for the post- 1945 Cold War. 

It may seem contradictory that sometimes Wilson searched for accommo- 
dation with Russia. He was somewhat successful with the tsar, did not havea 
long enough time with the Provisional Government, and failed with the Bol- 
sheviks. Exasperated, he finally moved to Lansing’s position as exemplified 
in the Colby Note. Nonrecognition was broadened by the “Hoover-Hughes” 
doctrine of restricting commerce with Soviet Russia. In retirement Wilson 
acknowledged, as Williams stated it, the “broad challenge of the Bolshevik 
Revolution” and recommended facing its implications by embarking on 
an effort to improve capitalism. It should be noted that David McFadden 
took the lead in further investigating the unofficial or semi-official relations 
generally ignored or rejected by Washington — those avenues first explored 
by Williams. 

Wilson frequently fumbled his Russian policy by oscillating between rec- 
onciliation and hostility. Both sides of the historical argument for or against 
Wilson, therefore, draw inspiration or disillusionment from him. Williams 
titled his fifth chapter “The Birth of Containment,” which chronicled U.S. 
policy from November 7, 1917, to March 3, 1918. Williams quoted George 
F. Kennan’s “X” article: “The decision ‘to promote tendencies which must 
eventually find their outlet in either the breakup or the mellowing of Soviet 
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power’ was not reached in 1945 or 1947 —it was an established policy as of 
January 31, 1918.”° Williams had it right, but his dating was too soon. It 
was not until Paris that Wilson decided on giving Kolchak a chance after 
being stymied by the Prinkipo, Bullitt, and Nansen initiatives. Ambassador 
Roland S. Morris, ordered to make the trip from Tokyo to Omsk in 1919, 
reported on the unlikelihood of Kolchak’s success. Lansing and Long took 
notice. Morris’s report also cooled Wilson. 

Others explained Wilson’s ambivalence by suggesting, as Betty Miller 
Unterberger did, that “his policies toward the Bolsheviks throughout the 
war consistently sought to uphold, within the limits of coalition diplomacy, 
the principles of nonintervention, anti-imperialism, the Open Door, and 
self-determination, principles that were fully compatible with American 
war aims in 1917.”7 Wilson’s aide-mémoire of July 17, 1918, upheld Russia’s 
self-determination and territorial integrity. Both sides, Williams and Unter- 
berger, were correct to a certain extent. Wilson sat on the fence, leaning this 
way and that. This is why his Russian policy is so complex and controversial. 
Otherwise it would be impossible for two contemporary scholars, David S. 
Foglesong and Victor M. Fic, to reach opposite views after their exhaustive 
studies. Georg Schild noted Wilson’s oscillation between his ideals and his 
pragmatic politics.® 

Wilson may have initiated a “secret” war, as Foglesong contended; he 
certainly carried ona cold war. He may have been mistaken in not destroying 
Bolshevism, as Fic would have it, though at different times he moved in 
different directions. He played the good ally by intervening, but in the most 
limited way, and only gave proxies restricted help. Simultaneously, he tried 
to remain loyal to his most cherished principles, national self-determination 
and territorial integrity. Wilsonian Cold War tactics welded to high idealism 
were his legacy. They were enough for Kennan and all the other Cold 
Warriors to build on. 


1. Western Historiography 


In order to trace Wilson’s earliest views on Russia, one should see Harley 
Notter, The Origins of the Foreign Policy of Woodrow Wilson (Baltimore: Johns 
Hopkins Press, 1937). As to America’s first Russian experts, check Robert 
F. Byrnes, Awakening American Education to the World: The Role of Archibald Cary 
Coolidge, 1866-1928 (Notre Dame, Ind.: University of Notre Dame Press, 
1982) and Frederick F. Travis, George Kennan ano the American-Russian Rela- 
tionship, 1865-1924 (Athens: Ohio University Press, 1990). The American 


ambassadors wrote their memoirs: see George T. Marye, Nearing the End in 
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Imperial Russia (Philadelphia: Dorrance and Company, 1929) and David R. 
Francis, Russia from the American Embassy, April, 1916—November, 1918 (New 
York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1921). As to the Russian ambassadors, see 
Norman E. Saul, Concord and Conflict: The United States and Russia, 1867- 
1914 (Lawrence: University Press of Kansas, 1996) and Linda Killen, “The 
Search for a Democratic Russia: Boris Bakhmetev and the United States,” 
Diplomatic History, vol. 2, no. 3 (summer 1978), 327-56. 

Earlier works deal with the whole course of American- Russian relations 
and contain brief sections on the pre-Bolshevik period. Three such books 
are Foster Rhea Dulles, The Road to Teheran: The Story of Russia and America, 
1781-1945 (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1944); Thomas A. 
Bailey, America Faces Russia: Russian-American Relations from Early Times to Our 
Own Day (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1950); and William Apple- 
man Williams, American-Russian Relations, 1781-1947 (New York: Rinehart 
and Co., 1952). The Dulles book devotes eighteen pages to the pre-Soviet 
era. Dulles recognized tsarist bigotry and the lack of any sentimental at- 
tachment by Americans for Russia. He also noted the jump in commerce, 
after the war started, from an average of $8 million per year to $500 mil- 
hon from 1914-1916. Bailey analyzes abrogation and points to the hysteria 
whipped up in Congress and how detrimental it was to trade. Furthermore, 
he notes the failure of abrogation’s objectives because it left the Jews and 
trade worse off. Williams insisted that the Jewish issue and resulting trade 
problems alienated Russian-American relations while drawing Russia and 
Japan closer, preventing American penetration of Asian markets by further 
closing the open door. 

Wilson's dealing with the Provisional Government has received more 
attention from scholars. Of course, the above books treat this subject as 
well. So does an important early work by Robert D. Warth, The Allies and 
the Russian Revolution: From the Fall of the Monarchy to the Peace of Brest-Litovsk 
(Durham, N.C.: Duke University Press, 1954). Dulles had been critical of 
Ambassador Francis, as were subsequent writers. Dulles attributed much 
of the administration’s complacency toward the Provisional Government 
to the optimistic cables of Francis. Dulles also felt that it was Wilson’s 
principal task to convince the Provisional Government that Russia’s newly 
founded democracy could only survive if autocratic Germany was defeated. 
But when Miliukov pressed Wilson for his war aims, it was doubtful that 
the president’s message would say anything that could save the Provisional 
Government or keep it going in the war. Bailey concurred that Wilson 
was misled by Francis, whom he termed “amateurish and purblind.” Warth 
called him “Babbittry personified” and quoted Lockhart that “Old Francis 
doesn’t know a Left Social Revolutionary from a potato.” Warth was very 
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critical of the Root Mission. Though the mission was hopeless, a more liberal 
person than Root would have been better, according to Warth. Neverthe- 
less, Root did have the acumen to recommend a large-scale propaganda 
campaign and a $5 million budget with one hundred thousand dollars for 
starters. 

Warth was also critical of Wilson’s tardiness in implementing the Root 
report. Warth noted that Lansing was personally pessimistic but that the 
State Department’s naive optimism was buoyed by the glowing report of 
Root. Yet little money was forthcoming, and Thompson tried to shore things 
up with his own contribution of one million dollars, but “only propaganda 
on a large scale could make an impression.” In fact, Warth reported that 
Wilson was not impressed by Thompson’s cables pleading for money: “three 
million a month!” he exclaimed to Davidson. “What's the matter with your 
friend? Has he gone crazy?” (p. 146). That comment summed up the admin- 
istration’s view of the importance of Russia at the end of August, according 
to Warth. Sisson sailed for Russia with only a fraction of Root’s request as a 
credit. Judson, Warth indicated, thought Thompson had delayed the advent 
of Bolshevism by four to six weeks [149]. As to the notion that Kerensky 
could crush a Bolshevik uprising, Warth believed that “The embassy circles 
still lived in a dream world in which the possibility of an armed rising meant 
only the opportunity to scotch the Bolshevik monster and thus, by some 
mysterious alchemy, restore the fighting vigor of the army. That the Bol- 
sheviks might win and establish their own government was not considered 
a serious possibility” (152-53). Warth arrived at this judgment in 1954. It 
still stands. 

Another book written along the lines of Warth’s, and detailing the Al- 
lied reaction to the Bolsheviks, is Arno J. Mayer’s Political Origins of the New 
Diplomacy, 1917-1918 (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1959) (re- 
published as Wilson vs. Lenin: Political Origins of the New Diplomacy, 1917-1918 
[New York: World Publishing Company, 1964]). Mainly, Mayer insisted 
that the Fourteen Points were the “basis for a frontal psychological warfare 
assault on the Reich” (376). 

In 1949 William Appleman Williams was engaged in doctoral research 
at the University of Wisconsin, which resulted in a dissertation finished 
in 1950, “Raymond Robins and Russian-American Relations, 1917-1938.” 
Two years later he published a seminal work, American-Russian Relations, 
1781-1947 (New York: Rinehart and Co., Inc., 1952). The central chapters 
came from his dissertation. The book’s most striking feature is its critical 
analysis of Wilsonian policies, backed by a mountain of evidence. Williams 
initiated a historiographical debate that has lasted to the present: Wilson’s 
policy, he thought, was motivated by his anti-Bolshevism and had as its 
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aim the destruction of the Soviet government and its replacement by a 
democratic one. 

There are many aspects to Williams’s wide-ranging analysis. His overall 
understanding of Wilsonian foreign policy was in its use of economic and 
military force to guarantee the creation and security of a government mod- 
eled on the Wilsonian vision of America. In Russia, as in Mexico, Wilson 
failed because the nation, especially the Senate, was not prepared to make 
the sacrifices necessary for a prolonged and substantial intervention. As a 
result, Wilson fell back on diplomatic and economic means to achieve his 
twin goals: abolishing the Soviet government and sustaining the open door 
against Japanese domination in Manchuria and Siberia. In both instances, 
by direct intervention or through indirect means, he failed. 

In late 1963 and early 1964, Williams revisited this topic in a two-part 
series, “American Intervention in Russia, 1914-1920,” Studies on the Left, 
vol. 3, no. 4 (fall 1963): 24-48; and vol. 4, no. 1 (winter 1964): 39-57. This 
series gave him a chance to address the outpouring of books on Wilson's 
Russian policy and the Cold War. Williams sharpened his original view and 
augmented his sources. He reviewed the ideology of the Wilsonians who 
believed in individualism, property rights, and a liberal democratic govern- 
ment. Peace, they felt, would establish their universality. Since revolutions 
disrupted such a program, they were to be opposed and so was socialism. 
How could the Wilsonians not oppose Lenin while not compromising their 
ideals? Williams asked. Lansing emerged as the architect of opposition 
to Lenin. That is not to say that Lansing led and Wilson followed, but 
the ideology of the two were so in sync that Lansing could determine the 
daily operations with only momentary shifts resulting from Wilson’s moral 
scruples. Williams again claims that within five weeks of the Bolshevik 
Revolution, “Intervention as a consciously anti-Bolshevik operation was 
decided upon by American leaders” (fall 1963, 35). Furthermore, Lansing 
used the German agents’ argument as a device to forestall dealing with the 
Bolsheviks. He never believed it. 

Much of Williams’s argument rests on Lansing’s long memorandum of 
December 4, 1917, that the intervention was decided upon very early and 
was undertaken to provide “direct and indirect aid to the anti-Bolshevik 
forces in Russia. It was thus anti-Bolshevik in origins and purpose” (win- 
ter 1964, 55). Thus Bolsheviks were viewed as “dangerous radical social 
revolutionaries” threatening America and the international order. Though 
the Washington policy-makers also wanted to defeat Germany and check 
Japan, they repeatedly refused to collaborate with Lenin to achieve those 
objectives” (ibid., 56). Efforts to preserve the Eastern Front or anti- 
Japanese measures “could have been formulated and implemented through 


An Essay on Notes and Sources 215 


cooperation or collaboration with the Bolsheviks” (fall 1963, 41-42). Hence, 
Williams’s central thesis: “opposition to the Bolsheviks claimed first prior- 
ity. Anti-Bolshevism was the central causative and determining element in 
American intervention in Russia, an intervention which was in principle 
decided upon between December 10 and 12, 1917” (winter 1964, 42). 

For more recent accounts that stress anti- Bolshevism as the main reason 
that Wilson agreed to send American troops to Siberia, see Lloyd C. Gard- 
ner’s two books, Wilson and Revolutions: 1915-1921 (Philadelphia: Lippin- 
cott, 1976) and Safe for Democracy: The Anglo-American Response to Revolution, 
1912-1925 (New York: Oxford University Press, 1984) as well as David S. 
Foglesong’s Americas Secret War against Bolshevism: U.S. Intervention in the 
Russian Civil War, 1917-1920 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina 
Press, 1995). 

Since Williams, other interpretations on intervention have emerged. A 
convenient summary of these interpretations, as well as the one by Williams, 
is Betty Miller Unterberger, ed., American Intervention in the Russian Civil 
War (Lexington, Mass.: D.C. Heath and Company, 1969). Unterberger 
stresses the influence of Japanese expansion on Wilson’s Russian policy 
toward Siberia. She believed that President Wilson wished to protect the 
open door in Siberia and northern Manchuria from Japanese imperialistic 
designs. As Allied intervention loomed in Siberia, she contended that the 
president thought he could restrain the Japanese better by participating in 
the intervention than by opposing it. These views were best expressed in 
her article, “President Wilson and the Decision to Send American Troops 
to Siberia,” Pacific Historical Review 24, no. 1 (February 1955): 63-74, and in 
her books, Americas Siberian Expedition, 1918-1920: A Study of National Policy 
(Durham, N.C.: Duke University Press, 1956) and The United States, Revolu- 
tionary Russia, and the Rise of Czechoslovakia (Chapel Hill: University of North 
Carolina Press, 1989). Earlier, John A. White concurred in this view in his 
book, The Siberian Intervention (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 
1950). Two other works took the same tack: Pauline Tompkins, American- 
Russian Relations in the Far East (New York: Macmillan, 1949), a book heavily 
influenced by the events of World War II. Tompkins saw U.S. intervention 
as determined largely by the necessity to stop the Japanese drive for empire 
and defend Russia's sovereignty in the Far East. For a detailed study from 
Japanese sources of that country’s decision to intervene, see James William 
Morley, The Japanese Thrust into Siberia, 1918 (New York: Columbia Univer- 
sity Press, 1957). A recent study by Carol Willcox Melton, Between War and 
Peace: Woodrow Wilson and the American Expeditionary Force in Stheria, 1918-1921 
(Macon, Ga.: Mercer University Press, 2001) agrees with Wilson’s aide- 


mémoire, that is, to rescue the Czechs, restore commerce, communications, 
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and transport, and tender humanitarian relief (208-9). However, her book 
takes an interesting line: “Wilson used the military in a new and untradi- 
tional manner; he used it not to wage war, but to restore peace” (211). 

Another view suggested that Wilson’s motive in sending troops to Siberia 
was to rescue the Czech Legion. These were largely volunteers in the tsar’s 
army who were seeking to rejoin the fighting by getting to the Western 
Front, by going first through Siberia and thence shipping back to Europe. 
The best known study along this line was by George F. Kennan, who wrote 
that after rejecting various European attempts to bring American partici- 
pation into the Russian civil war, the Czechoslovak odyssey finally forced 
the president to change his mind. Kennan completed two volumes on this 
subject, Russia Leaves the War (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 
1956) and The Decision to Intervene (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University 
Press, 1958), taking the story from the Bolshevik Revolution to October 
1918. Though he never wrote the projected third volume, he did touch on 
that part of the subject, October 1918 to the Colby Note, in Rusia and the 
West under Lenin and Stalin (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1960) in 
chapters 5 through 10. 

Two other interpretations, by Christopher Lasch and N. Gordon Levin, 
Jr., treated the Siberian intervention as part of the Allied strategy of the 
First World War. The former contended that the decisive consideration 
was the war with Germany. Wilson and the other Americans who made the 
decision believed the Bolsheviks to be German agents. Christopher Lasch 
wrote that the expedition into Siberia was understandable only as another 
way of defeating Germany, in his article, “American Intervention in Siberia: 
A Reinterpretation,” Political Science Quarterly 77, no. 2 (June 1962): 205— 
23, and in his book, The American Liberals and the Russian Revolution (New 
York: Columbia University Press, 1962). The latter also maintained that the 
Wilson administration intervened because of a desire to support Russian 
“liberal-nationalism” against the threats of both German imperialism and 
Russian Bolshevism. On this, see N. Gordon Levin, Jr., Woodrow Wilson and 
World Politics: Americas Response to War and Revolution (New York: Oxford 
University Press, 1968, reprt. 1978), where Levin viewed the decision to 
intervene in Siberia as also the result of Wilson’s hope to steer the Allies, 
especially the Japanese, “into an anti-Bolshevik world order of liberal- 
capitalist harmony” (119). 

Other historians considering American intervention in northern Russia 
have used some of the same interpretations as to motives, with two addi- 
tions: this intervention was the result of Allied pressure, or it was an ef- 
fort to prevent the Germans from gaining control of Allied supplies stored 
in northern Russia. Treatments of the northern Russian intervention are 
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found in Kennan’s second volume, The Decision to Intervene, and Leonid I. 
Strakhovsky’s two books, The Origins of American Intervention in North Russia 
(1918) (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1937) and also his 
Intervention at Archangel: The Story of Allied Intervention and Russian Counter- 
Revolution in North Russia, 1918-1920 (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University 
Press, 1944). The latter book is a good study on the unrest in Archangel 
and the discontent among Allied troops. An excellent dissertation updating 
this subject is by John W. Long, “Civil War and Intervention in North 
Russia, 1918-1920” (Ph.D. dissertation, Columbia University, 1972), and 
the same author’s article, “American Intervention in Russia: The North 
Russian Expedition, 1918-19,” Diplomatic History 6, no. 1 (winter 1982): 
45-67. Kennan wrote that Wilson’s decision to send troops to northern 
Russia was a compromise. Wilson agreed because of the necessity of being 
a good ally. Kennan is correct, but he treats the northern Russian operation 
as completely separate from the Siberian intervention—which it was not. 
Strakhovsky emphasizes the concern in Washington about Germany and 
the hope that the Eastern Front could be reestablished. Long contended 
that the northern intervention was more representative of Washington's 
real intentions, that is, to secure Allied stores and to keep a window open to 
the Russian interior. Long also made the point of the importance of keeping 
the two interventions, northern and Siberian, separate. 

Wilson did little serious thinking about Bolshevism after his decision to 
intervene until the time of the Paris Peace Conference, partly because he 
believed it was impossible to reshape any society from above. His inclina- 
tion was to let the Russians get on with shaping their own future, confident 
that democracy would emerge. As to the Paris Peace Conference, John M. 
Thompson’s thoroughgoing account remains the best study, Russia, Bolshe- 
vism, and the Versailles Peace (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 
1966). And for a sympathetic account of the Bullitt mission, see Beatrice 
Farnsworth, William C. Bullitt and the Soviet Union (Bloomington: Indiana 
University Press, 1967). Another work along the line of Paris, but focused 
on the struggle for the treaties, is Lloyd E. Ambrosius, Woodrow Wilson and 
the American Diplomatic Tradition: The Treaty Fight in Perspective (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1987). The aftermath of Paris and the treaty 
struggle can be seen in Melvyn P. Leffler, The Specter of Communtsm: The 
United States and the Origins of the Cold War, 1917-1955 (New York: Hill and 
Wang, 1994), where the author also focuses on the subsequent ideological 
clash from the days of Wilson. John Lewis Gaddis’s recent book, We Now 
Know: Rethinking Cold War History (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1997) seeks, 
perhaps, the earliest roots of the Cold War in the Wilson period. 

Some recent accounts of Wilson and Russia take varying positions, such 
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as Foglesong and Fic. Another interpretation is by Georg Schild, Between 
Ldeology and Realpolitik: Woodrow Wilson ano the Russian Revolution, 1917-1921 
(Westport, Conn.: Greenwood Press, 1995), in which Schild notes Wilson’s 
ambiguity about Bolshevism and the complex nature of Wilsonian policy. 
His policies drifted “to and fro” between ideology and reality. Schild also 
takes into consideration the pressure exerted by the British and French. 
On British diplomacy, consult Richard D. Ullman, /atervention and the War 
(Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1961), Britain and the Russian 
Cwil War: November 1918—February 1920 (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton Univer- 
sity Press, 1968), and The Anglo-Soviet Accord (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton 
University Press, 1972). For the French, check Michael J. Carley, “The 
Origins of French Intervention in the Russian Civil War, January to May 
1918: A Reappraisal,” Journal of Modern History 48 (September 1976): 413— 
49, as well as his book, Revolution and Intervention: The French Intervention 
ano the Russian Civil War, 1917-1919 (Kingston, Ontario: McGill-Queen’s 
University Press, 1983). Another work is David W. McFadden’s Alternative 
Paths: Soviets and Americans, 1917-1920 (New York: Oxford University Press, 
1993), which chronicles the extensive efforts of semi-official and unofficial 
Soviet-American cooperation, especially the work of Robins. Furthermore, 
he challenges the views of Williams and Foglesong that anti-Bolshevism 
dominated American policy from the beginning. 

A book appearing a year before ours is Norman E. Saul, War and Revolu- 
tion: The United States ano Russia, 1914-192] (Lawrence: University of Kansas 
Press, 2001). His is a vast story with encyclopedic detail. Saul’s point of 
view is: “In contrast to most of the previous studies, mine provides a larger 
picture, linking the war itself with revolution and civil war and offering 
more of a sense of what was going on ‘in the trenches,’ among businessmen, 
reporters, and the various consular, diplomatic, and military staffs” (xiv). 

Saul avoids two important points. First, he overlooks the Wilson adminis- 
tration’s making of policy from the top —from Wilson and Lansing —down. 
If one were to believe Saul, U.S. policy was made from the bottom — by the 
likes of Charles Crane and Samuel Harper—up. Second, he neglects the 
intense historiographical disputes surrounding this topic. The Cold War 
vastly intensified these disputes. Saul does venture the opinion that Crane 
and his circle, especially Harper, were important influences on the presi- 
dent’s Russian policies throughout, but paradoxically the Allies, especially 
the British, get short shrift as does Lansing and the State Department. 

These omissions leave Saul in the interpretive positions reached by Ken- 
nan almost fifty years ago, but without Kennan’s formidable analytical 
framework. Saul is content to compile the narrative history of the little 
people—countless YMCA and Red Cross workers—and socioeconomic 
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data. One typical consequence of Saul’s approach is his enumeration of 
the possibilities concerning Wilson’s decision to intervene, where he puts 
British and French influence first, followed by the rescue of the Czechoslo- 
vaks. Few reasons are adduced. 

Saul’s conclusions range from the obvious —the slow awakening of Amer- 
ican business to Russia—to missing the mark by suggesting Wilson's re- 
liance on diplomats in the field and the State Department to commit America 
to intervention. There is some analysis of British and French pressure via 
Wiseman, Reading, Jusserand, and the role of House. 

This narrative does tell an interesting story from the “trenches.” However, 
from that angle it is hard to see why and how policy was made from the 


Oval Office where, finally, it had to be made. 


2. Russian Historiography 


The Russians have also studied the topic extensively. Two excellent re- 
views of these research activities are George F. Kennan, “Soviet Historiog- 
raphy and America’s Role in the Intervention,” American Historical Review 65 
(1960): 302-22, a critique by one Soviet historian, S. F Naida, and John M. 
Thompson, “Allied and American Intervention in Russia, 1918-1921,” in 
Cyril E. Black, ed., Rewriting Russian History: Soviet Interpretations of Russia 
Past (New York: Vintage Press, 1962), 319-80, a review of the Russian 
literature to the mid-1950s. 

Some Russian works are fundamental, but many are often flawed by 
severe anti-Americanism. Mikhail S. Kedrov, Za Sovetskii Sever (Leningrad, 
1927), by the commissar for Archangel at that time, gives his intimate in- 
sights on relations with the Allies. (All Russian titles are translated in the 
Bibliography.) One should also see his documentary collection: Bez Bolshe- 
vistkogo Rukovodstva (tz Istorit Interventsti na Murmane); Ocherki (Leningrad, 
1930). An early two-volume work on the intervention in the Far East 
is G. Reikhberg, K Jutorti Interventsit na Dal’nem Vostoke (Moscow, 1934), 
though it already began praising Stalin. For a militant Stalinist view of 
the intervention, there is G. A. Deborin, Sovetukaia Vneshnaia Politika v 
Pervye Goody Sushchestvovaniia Sovetskogo Gosudarstva, 1917-1920gg (Moscow, 
1951). An example of early post-Stalinist historiography is G. V. Kuz’min, 
Grazhdanskaia Voina t Voennata Interventstia v SSSR: Voenno-Politichesktt Ocherk 
(Moscow, 1958), which is heavily patriotic and emphasizes the role of col- 
lective leadership in achieving victory. One must consult Andrei Gromyko 
and Boris Ponomarev, eds., Jstortia Vneshnet Politikt SSSR 1917-1945, vol. 1 
(Moscow, 1980); they accuse the United States of trying to partition Russia. 
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Another interesting work is by I. I. Mints, God 19/8 (Moscow, 1982); he 
claims that America had its sights set on dominating Siberia. 

Five of the most important Russian publications concerning this topic, 
more balanced in approach and excellent in their use of archives, are 
P. Ganelin, Sovetsko-Amertkanskie Otnoshentia v Kontse 1917-Nachale 1918g 
(Leningrad, 1975), which is a careful examination of events leading up 
to the intervention; L. A. Gvishiani, Sovetskata Rosstia « SShA (1917-1920) 
(Moscow, 1970), a work by Alexei Kosygin’s daughter, who had access to 
important documents; Z. Gershov, Vudro Viluon (Moscow, 1983); A. Gro- 
myko, ed., Dokumenty Vneshnet Politik SSSR, 5 vols. (Moscow, 1957-1961); 
and A. Utkin, Diplomatita Vudro Vilson (Moscow, 1989). These works return 
to the moderation of earlier Soviet scholarship of the twenties. 

Soviet historiography of Wilson’s Russian diplomacy went through four 
phases. The first and last exhibited a high degree of objectivity. M. N. 
Pokrovsky, for example, in his Vaeshniaia Politika Rossii » XX Veke (Moscow, 
1926) emphasizes the desperate Allied need to keep Russian forces active 
and states that, therefore, intervention was more anti-German than anti- 
Bolshevik. M. N. Veltman (pseud. M. I. Pavlovich) in his Sovetukata Rowstia 
( Kapttalisticheskaia Amertka (Moscow, 1922) notes that America was the 
most benign of the interventionists, and that Wilson wavered from indirect 
financial support of Kolchak to efforts at controlling the Japanese. 

Historiographical moderation began to change with Stalin’s ascendancy. 
Works by I. I. Mints in this period illustrate a shift to glorify the Red Army 
and Stalin’s leadership. In his 1931 Anglitskaia Interventsita t Severnata Kontr- 
revoliutsia (Moscow, 1931), Mints places blame on Britain as the instigator 
of intervention and the manipulator of Wilson. It differs from the previous 
phase in that Stalin emerges as the hero. By 1933, Mints highlights Anglo- 
American strife, but still mentions U.S. disapproval of Franco-British plans 
to finance counterrevolution. (I. I. Mints, ed., Znterventstia na Severe v Doku- 
mentakh [Moscow, 1933]). Ayear later, in I. I. Mints, comp., Japonskata Inter- 
ventstta v 1918-19229 v Dokumentakh (Moscow, 1934), he labels Allied and, 
especially, Japanese interventionists as completely evil and deifies Stalin 
for vanquishing the imperialists. Mints comes close to Stalin’s own Krathit 
Kurs’ (Short Course) (Moscow, 1938), which maintains that intervention 
was mounted solely to destroy the Soviet government. 

Stalinist dogma abated during World War II. It reached a fever pitch 
again from 1948-1953. Then the United States became the sole organizer, 
leader, and financier-supplier of intervention. Simultaneously, earlier Soviet 
historians were chastised. Again, John M. Thompson’s “Allied and Ameri- 
can Intervention in Russia, 1918-1921,” cited an article by A. Girshfeld, “O 
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Roli SShA v Organizatsii Anti-Sovetskoi Interventsii v Sibiri ina Dalnem 
Vostoke,” Voprosy Lstortt 4, no. 8 (August 1948): 3-32, as the piece that 
launched the virulent anti-American campaign. America’s role was covert; 
it was the “chief supplier of money and arms to the anti-Soviet forces and 
also furnished deceitful ‘democratic’ programs designed to neutralize the 
genuine popular appeal of the Bolshevik revolution’s progressive ideology.” 
(Thompson on p. 364 characterizes Gershfeld’s work.) 

George F. Kennan’s “Soviet Historiography and America’s role in the 
Intervention,” American Historical Review 65, no. 2 (January 1960): 302- 
22, shows how Soviet scholarship in 1958 still skewed the truth and dis- 
torted the record. He gives a close examination of a single work to illustrate 
this, S. F Naida’s O Nekotorykh Voprosakh Istorit Grazhdanskot Voiny v SSSR 
(Moscow, 1958). Kennan cited ten instances of distortion, the most blatant 
by Naida being the allegation that “American interventionists in the most 
bestial manner obliterated the entire population of entire regions, acting in 
the same manner as the bands of Seménov, Kalmykov, the Kolchakovites 
and the Japanese.” (Kennan’s translation; he quotes Naida’s book, 200, or 
318 in his article.) After closely investigating this charge, Kennan states, 
“T am unable to find the faintest confirmation of an incident such as that 
described by Naida” (Kennan, 320). 

As Thompson points out, after 1952 there was a gradual “abating” of 
attacks on America’s role in the intervention (380). Actually, the opinions 
are a mixed bag, but a return to Lenin’s view of things seems to prevail. 
M. I. Stishov’s 1953 work, one point of departure, provides a bold relief 
of Stalinist literature.? In this account, Stalin played the major role in the 
defeat of the interventionists, who were led by the United States. One 
author, caught in the ideological shift between Stalin’s death and the rise 
of Nikita Khrushchev, G. K. Seleznev, tried to moderate his earlier views. 
Others were trapped in the same dilemma. For example, in 1954 Seleznev 
published an article in the leading Soviet historical journal, “Ekspansiia 
Amerikanskogo Imperializm v Rossiu v 1917 Gody,” Voprovy Istoru 10, no. 3 
(Moscow 1954), in which he calls Wilson the lackey of U.S. monopolists and 
includes the United States as part of a plot to distribute spheres of influence 
in Russia as early as the London conference of June 1917. By 1963, in his 
book, Krakh Zagovora Agresstia SShA Protiv Sovetskogo Gosudarstva v 1917-1920 
(Moscow, 1963), Seleznev admits that there was insufficient information 
about attempts by America to aid bourgeois circles in Russia striving to 
destroy Soviet power. Nevertheless, he criticized American historians for 
supporting a “passive role” for the United States in the intervention. 

It was during this same period, 1954—1963, that Kennan had cited Naida’s 
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completely unobjective work. By 1966 Naida was able to survey Soviet 
historiography more objectively as a result of Khrushchev’s attack on Stalin, 
and to realize the detrimental effects of the personality cult on the question 
of intervention.!? Works by Spirin, Gubelman, Tarasov, and Kondrashev 
were still very shrill. Kuz’min begins to talk about the collective leadership 
of the party in achieving victory, but he continues to place the major blame 
on the United States.!! In 1960, one work by Stefankov went so far as 
to insist not only that it had been the United States that had obligated 
Britain and France to make loans to Kolchak but also that the leading role 
in directing Kolchak’s movement belonged to General Graves. !? That same 
year Ustinov and Zharov insisted that Britain and France were inspired to 
intervene by the United States. !5 The reason for this was the heavy financial 
involvement of the United States in Russia, according to V. A. Boiarskii in 
his 1961 book, Vtorzhenie Imperialistov SShA v Sovetskuiu Rossitu t Ego Proval 
(Moscow, 1961). As late as 1971, Stepanova attacked Kennan, claiming that 
he was a “subjective realist,” one who thought that Wilson was never very 
interested in Russian affairs, but wanted only to help the Russian people. 
She firmly disagreed with these assessments, stating that Wilson’s peace 
program, the Fourteen Points, was actually a plan to partition Russia and 
destroy Soviet power. One cannot, she claimed, differentiate between U.S. 
interventionist policies and those of Britain and France. As to Kennan’s 
assertion that the purpose of the U.S. and Japanese invasion of the Far 
East was to assure the safety of Czechoslovakian forces, in Stepanova’s 
opinion, this was a “ludicrous” claim. That same year Skaba went so far as 
to suggest that the Allies wanted to “colonize” Russia. "4 

It was not until 1972 that the flavor of Soviet works on intervention 
returned to the normalcy of the 1920s and began to reassert the Leninist 
interpretation. While not specifically denying America’s role in organizing 
the anti-Soviet offensive of the Allies, V. P. Naumov reviewed Soviet his- 
toriography by emphasizing Lenin’s writings and dropping Stalinst claims: 
Lenin again became the director of the military struggle.'* Both in 1973 
and in 1980, Azovtsev focused his attention on Lenin’s proclamations and 
the Red Army’s successes. Instead of the United States receiving the most 
blame, it was the Allies who wished that American monopolists would give 
active financial and military aid.!° More important, Ganelin in 1975 fully 
returned to the main interpretation of Pokrovsky and other scholars of 
the 1920s. Ganelin insisted that poor relations between the United States 
and Soviet Russia were not inevitable, but rather that Wilson’s Russian 
policies were formulated at a slow pace and were closely tied to his World 
War I goals. According to Ganelin, the Sixth Point of the Fourteen Points 
indicated Wilson’s tendency to recognize the Soviet government. However, 
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in the face of internal opposition, Wilson quickly took a definite anti-Soviet 
position.!” Kuz’min, who had already written disparagingly of America’s 
role in the intervention in 1958, returned again to this subject in 1977.!8 He 
retained his hard line that the United States had played a particularly active 
role, anxious to establish a base in Siberia and seeking to destroy Soviet 
power. In this sense, his dissenting work in the late 1970s was reminiscent 
of M. Levidov’s study in the 1920s, K Lutortt Soiuznoi Interventsit 9 Rosstt 
(Leningrad, 1925), in which Levidov had attacked Pokrovsky. 

In 1979 Livshits virtually accepted Pokrovsky’s view, that is, that the 
Allies were most concerned about the war and not about destroying the 
Soviets. Lloyd George was blamed for Japan’s role as the “mandatory” and 
the United States, Livshits admitted, opposed Lloyd George.!? Whereas 
Lebedev, like Kuz’min, retained a hard line against the United States in 
1980, only two years later he saw Wilson’s policy as an effort to neutralize 
Lenin as an “ideological counterbalance” to the Leninist Decree on Peace. 
Even Mints, by then the senior scholar of intervention, returned to his first 
formulations, that is, to the notion that intervention proceeded because 
of Russia's withdrawal from World War I and was aimed at resurrecting 
an Eastern Front, not destroying the Soviets. For example, in 1983 the 
United States could be treated even-handedly. Svetachev then maintained 
that Britain and France were the main culprits, and that they plotted to 
use American and Japanese strength in the Far East, but that Wilson had 
remained uncertain and was only moved to action by the presence of the 
Japanese. ”? 

A 1989 Soviet dissertation by O. V. Terebov, “Partii i Politicheskaia 
Bor’bav Kongresse SShA po Voprosam Amerikanskoi Interventsii v Sovet- 
skoi Rossii, (1918-1920)” (Moscow, 1989) captures the mood of research 
in Russia late in Gorbachev’s era and throughout the Yeltsin period. In it the 
author first reviews and compares both Soviet and American historiography 
on the question of American intervention and then analyzes the opposition 
to intervention in the United States. He distinguishes three major trends 
among American historians: first, intervention was a result of Allied pres- 
sure on Wilson and Wilson’s aid to the Czechs (Kennan and Strakhovsky); 
second, the explanation was a result of the necessity to neutralize Japanese 
expansion in the Russian Far East (White and Unterberger); and third, 
the ideological hostility to the Soviet state encouraged attempts to elimi- 
nate it (Schuman, Williams, Gardner). On the Soviet side, Terebov sees 
three periods: first, the United States was the least dangerous of the Allies 
and there were numerous contradictions in its policy (Veltman); second, 
the United States was portrayed as the main inspirer, organizer, and par- 
ticipant, planning partition and colonial-economic enslavement (Kunina, 
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Boiarskii, Seleznév); and third, there was a reexamination and adoption of 
the views of the 1920s in which America was seen as wanting to restore the 
Eastern Front and hostile to Soviet power, but after the armistice America 
went against intervention in the Congress (Ganelin, Svetachev). Russian 
research is more promising, especially as access to Russian archives is be- 
coming freer. 


3. Western Archives 


There are extensive American manuscript sources on Woodrow Wilson’s 
Russian policy. The main collection of Wilson Papers is located in the Man- 
uscript Division of the Library of Congress. It is an enormous collection, 
divided into a number of different series. An alphabetical index, available 
at the Library of Congress, makes the collection a little easier to use. Wilson 
frequently commented about current problems to many different people. 
The result is that the only reliable means of locating material on a cer- 
tain topic is to go through the collection box by box, letter by letter. One 
cannot rely on certain correspondents or certain topics; also, though the 
Link edition of Wilson’s papers is excellent, it is still important to check the 
manuscript collections. 

The Manuscript Division at the Library of Congress includes many other 
collections that have in them materials that bear on the Wilson period and his 
Russian policy. Among those consulted for this study, though not all of them 
are cited here, were the papers of Carl Ackerman, the Adee Family, Chan- 
dler Anderson, Newton D. Baker, Ray Stannard Baker, Tasker H. Bliss, 
William Borah, Mark Bristol, William Jennings Bryan, Albert Burleson, 
Bainbridge Colby, George Creel, Josephus Daniels, Joseph E. Davies, 
Norman H. Davis, Thomas W. Gregory, Hermann Hagedorn — William 
Boyce Thompson, Herbert Hoover, Charles Evans Hughes, 
J. Franklin Jameson, Jules Jusserand, George Kennan, Philander Chase 
Knox, Robert La Follette, Robert Lansing, Breckinridge Long, Peyton C. 
March, William G. McAdoo, David Hunter Miller, Roland S. Morris, 
William C. Redfield, Elihu Root, Charles E. Russell, Hugh L. Scott, John F. 
Stevens, Oscar S. Straus, William Howard Taft, Stanley Washburn, Henry 
White, William Allen White, and the American Peace Commission to Ver- 
sailles. Other than the Wilson papers, the most useful collections at the 
Library of Congress were those of Newton D. Baker, Tasker H. Bliss, 
Robert Lansing, especially for his desk diaries and private memos, and 
Breckinridge Long, who recorded a lengthy diary on American involve- 
ment in Siberia in 1918. The Elihu Root Papers contain relatively little on 
Root’s mission to Russia in 1917. 
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Equal in importance to the collections in the Library of Congress are 
the numerous record groups in the National Archives that include ma- 
terial relating to this subject. The groups consulted for this study were 
Record Group #38—Records of the Office of the Chief of Naval Op- 
erations; #39— Records of the Bureau of Accounts— Department of the 
Treasury Records for Foreign Countries; #40—General Records of the 
Department of Commerce; #43—Records of International Conferences, 
Committees, and Expositions —Stevens Commission (The Russian Rail- 
way Service Corps); #45 — Naval Records Collection of the Office of Naval 
Records and Library; #59 — the vast and very important General Records of 
the Department of State, especially the Russian materials; #63 — Records 
of the Committee on Public Information; #84—Records of the Foreign 
Service Posts of the Department of State — Selected Foreign Service Posts; 
#94 —Records of the Adjutant General’s Office; #120—AEF North Rus- 
sia, Records of the American Expeditionary Forces (World War I), 1917— 
1923—American Section, Supreme War Council; #151—Records of the 
Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce; #165— Records of the War 
Department General and Special Staffs —War Department, Office of the 
Chief of Staff; #345—U.S. Army Overseas Operations and Commands, 
1898-1942, A.E.F. (American Expeditionary Force) in Siberia; and #407 — 
War Department, The Adjutant General's Office, Central Decimal Files. 
Two other record groups consulted for this study are #182— War Trade 
Board; and #261 —Records of Former Russian Agencies — Russian Con- 
sulates in the U.S. and Canada and the Russian Supply Committee and its 
successor, the Division of Supplies of the Russian Embassy. 

Portions of the holdings at the National Archives are increasingly avail- 
able on microfilm, and those that were have been consulted in that manner. 
They include M-316, Records of the Department of State Relating to Inter- 
nal Affairs of Russia and the Soviet Union, 1910-1929; M-333, Records of 
the Department of State Relating to Political Relations between the United 
States and Russia and the Soviet Union, 1910-1929; M-340, Records of 
the Department of State Relating to Political Relations between Russia 
and the Soviet Union and Other States, 1910-1929; and M-367, Records 
of the Department of State Relating to World War I and Its Termination, 
1914-1929, all portions of Record Group #59; and M-820, General Records 
of the American Commission to Negotiate Peace, 1918-1931, from Record 
Group #256. Of all this material from the National Archives, these items of 
the State and War Departments are by far the most important. 

There are many other manuscript collections that include material on Wil- 
son’s Russian policy, which proved useful for this study. Both the Firestone 
Library at Princeton University and the Sterling Memorial Library at Yale 
University have a number of personal papers on this subject. Consulted 
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at Princeton were the papers of Woodrow Wilson as well as the accession 
numbered documents gathered by Arthur S. Link et al. for the publication of 
The Papers of Woodrow Wilson, 69 vols. (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University 
Press, 1966-1993); Ray Stannard Baker; Bernard Baruch; Arthur Bullard; 
Raymond Fosdick; the Selected Papers of Robert Lansing and John V. A. 
MacMurray; and Hugh L. Scott. The Wilson materials at Princeton are 
particularly important for the prepresidential years, and the library has 
collected extensively in this area. The Baker and Bullard papers are in- 
teresting, with the latter having extensive material on Bullard’s service in 
Russia with the Committee on Public Information Papers. The Selected 
Papers of Robert Lansing complement the Lansing Papers at the Library 
of Congress, for the collection at Princeton, deposited by the Dulles Family, 
has many items unavailable in Washington, including some long personal 
letters by Lansing and some key documents on Russian affairs. The mate- 
rials at Yale University are headed, of course, by the very large Edward 
M. House Papers, but they also include the Papers of Gordon Auchincloss, 
William C. Bullitt, Vance McCormick, Frank Polk, and William Wiseman, 
and the Records of The Inquiry. The House Diaries were very important 
for this study, as were the Auchincloss and Polk Diaries, which give much 
information on the making of policy in the State Department bureaucracy. 
The Wiseman Papers show the extent and intent of British pressures on 
Wilson concerning Russia. The Bullitt materials left at Yale, since the main 
body of papers were withdrawn a number of years ago, consist only of the 
Bullitt- House correspondence, available in microfilm. 

The Hoover Institution at Stanford University also has extensive materi- 
als that proved helpful in doing the research for this study. Among the collec- 
tions consulted were the Papers of the Allied and Associated Powers, Amer- 
ican Red Cross, American Relief Administration, Nancy Babb, William 
Barrett, Philip Carroll, George Creel, William L. Darling, Benjamin Davis, 
George H. Emerson, French Army Telegrams— Major Pequin, Charles 
W. Furlong, Michael Giers, General William S. Graves, Ernest Harris, 
Paul A. Hill, the Hoover-Wilson Correspondence, Stanley Hornbeck, the 
Dmitri Khorvat Memoirs, Admiral Kolchak Correspondence, G. de Las- 
tours, Roger Lewis, V. A. Maklakov — Russian Embassy in Paris, George 
Marye—French Telegrams from Russia, Hugh A. Moran, Bernard Pares, 
John F. Stevens, Russell Story, Supreme War Council — American Section, 
Sergei Ughet, Edward Willis, and the YMCA Special Collections. The col- 
lections at the Hoover Institution are strongest in materials on the Russian 
government at this time, such as the Giers, Maklakov, and Ughet materials, 
for collections of Americans who served in Russia for the State Department, 
the Red Cross, the YMCA, and the Stevens Railway Commission; and for 
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the Papers of the Red Cross Mission to Russia and the American Relief 
Administration. The Giers Papers have some personal correspondence not 
available elsewhere. 

Other repositories with multiple collections that were of use for this study 
were the Wisconsin State Historical Society in Madison and the various li- 
braries at Columbia University. The Papers of George Gibbs, Alexander 
Gumberg, Morris Hillquest, Cyrus McCormick, Jr., DeWitt C. Poole, Paul 
Reinsch, Edward A. Ross, and especially Raymond Robins made the Wis- 
consin State Historical Society a fruitful research stop. The McCormick 
papers contain material on his service with the Root Mission as well as 
much evidence of the close relationship he had with his Princeton classmate 
from 1879 — Woodrow Wilson. The Robins and Poole papers also proved 
important for this study. At Columbia, the Nicholas M. Butler Library has 
the Lincoln Steffens Papers and Oral History Transcripts of DeWitt C. 
Poole and Boris Bakhmetev and Columbia University’s Archive of Russian 
and Eastern European History and Culture, the Papers of Charles Crane 
and Allen Wardwell, including his valuable diary. Of these materials, the 
Crane papers shed the most light on this topic because of his intimate re- 
lationship with Wilson. The Houghton Library at Harvard has the Papers 
of David Houston, Walter Hines Page, William Phillips, John Reed, and 
W. W. Rockhill, with the notebooks in the Phillips papers proving to be the 
most helpful of these materials because of his service in the Department 
of State. 

Other American collections consulted for this study that proved of value 
were the Papers of Henry Davison and the materials on the Red Cross Com- 
mission to Russia at the Library at the American Red Cross Headquarters in 
Washington; the YMCA Russian Service Records and the Paul Anderson 
Oral History Transcript for his Russian Service, formerly at the Library at 
the YMCA Headquarters in New York City but now at the University of 
Minnesota; the David R. Francis Papers at the Missouri State Historical 
Society; the very valuable William Judson Papers as well as the Graham 
Taylor Papers at the Newberry Library in Chicago; the Samuel Harper Pa- 
pers at the Regenstein Library of the University of Chicago; the Papers of 
Herbert Hoover at the Hoover Presidential Library in West Branch, Iowa; 
the George Kennan, Nicholas Khrabrov, and Thomas Thacher Papers at 
the New York Public Library; the Hiram Johnson and E. T. Williams pa- 
pers at the Bancroft Library at the University of California, Berkeley; the 
Warren G. Harding Papers at the Ohio Historical Society in Columbus; 
the Papers of John R. Mott, which were on deposit at the Library of the 
Princeton Theological Seminary but have been returned to Yale Theological 
Seminary; and the Papers of Paul B. Anderson at the University of Illinois, 
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Arnold Eugene Jenny, and the Rev. William L. Turner, all in private hands. 
Three collections consulted through the mail were the Papers of Edward 
Hurley at the University of Notre Dame Library; the Papers of Curtis Guild 
at the Massachusetts Historical Society; and the Swarthmore Peace Collec- 
tion at the Swarthmore College Library. The Francis, Harper, Hoover, and 
Mott papers were of special importance because of the various services in- 
volving Russia performed by those individuals. For Cold War comparisons, 
the Harry S. Truman Library in Independence, Missouri, is useful. 

British manuscript materials also have much on this subject and proved 
very useful for this study. Most important are the Papers at the Foreign Of- 
fice and the Minutes of the War Cabinet and Cabinet in the Public Record 
Office (PRO). Of the Foreign Office materials, the most useful were those 
in KO. 371, on the United States, Siberia, and Japan; and the personal pa- 
pers collection in F.O. 800 of Arthur Balfour, Robert Cecil, George Curzon, 
Eric Drummond, Edward Grey, Ahlford Mackinder, Alfred Milner, Lord 
Reading, and Cecil Spring Rice. Other British collections consulted for this 
study were the papers of Arthur Balfour and Robert Cecil, at the British 
Museum; the papers of Andrew Bonar Law and David Lloyd George, in 
the Beaverbrook Library; the George Curzon Papers in the India Office 
Library; the Papers of Herbert H. Asquith and Alfred Milner at Bodleian 
Library, Oxford; and the Austen Chamberlain Papers at the Library of the 
University of Birmingham. These sources, plus the Wiseman Papers at Yale 
University, give a complete picture of the British interest in intervention, 
their hopes at the time of the Paris Peace Conference, and the pressure they 
exerted on Wilson. 


4. Russian Archives 


The Archive of the Foreign Policy of the Russian Empire (AVPRI) is affil- 
iated with the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Federation.?! Two 
major funds were important for studying the development of the American 
foreign policy toward Russia: the Embassy in Washington (N 170) and the 
Office of the Minister of Foreign Affairs (N 133). The fund “Embassy in 
Washington” chronologically covers the periods of U.S. government rela- 
tions with the Imperial, Provisional, and early Bolshevik governments. The 
period up to 1917 is presented by the political correspondence between the 
Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the State Department, between 
the embassy in Washington and Russian missions and consulates in Chi- 
cago, San Francisco, and Seattle. The fund contains important material on 
Russian political and diplomatic relations, on the abrogation of the commer- 
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cial treaty of 1832 and, directly connected with it, on the Jewish question, as 
well as the series of appointments of American ambassadors to Russia. The 
documents describe the evolution of American policy toward Russia after 
the beginning of World War I until the Bolshevik Revolution. They discuss 
the questions related to American neutrality concerning war supplies, war 
loans to Russia, and the reaction of the Russian government on American 
terms of assistance. They give evaluations of the relations between the two 
countries by both Russian and American officials and diplomats, analyze 
the circumstances and the possible consequences of the overthrow of the 
Tsarist regime, the coming to power of the Provisional Government, and the 
Bolshevik Revolution, and describe the activities of the Russian Railroad 
Mission to the United States, the American Railroad Unit in Siberia, and 
the Russian Information Bureau. 

The period of 1917-1922 focuses mainly on American intervention in 
Russia through the correspondence of the Russian Embassy in Washington, 
its consulates, the State Department, and different public organizations. 
This part of the fund, “Embassy in Washington,” also contains material on 
political émigrés, prisoners of war, the Brest-Litovsk Treaty, and the Omsk 
government. 

The fund “Office of the Minister of Foreign Affairs” covers the period 
1912-1917 and includes dispatches and letters of the Russian ambassadors 
in Washington, reports, memoranda, and telegrams and notes sent by the 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, foreign diplomats in Russia, and different gov- 
ernment and high-ranking officials abroad. It also contains correspondence 
of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs with Russian governmental bodies and of- 
ficials, documents relating to the activities of international commissions and 
conferences, and reports and circulars of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 
which involve the discussion of the different aspects of relations between 
Russia and the United States. 

The Archive of the Foreign Policy of the Russian Federation (AVPRF) 
affiliated with the Ministry of Foreign Affairs contains the documents on the 
relations between the United States and early Soviet Russia (1917-1920). 
Our interest was focused on three funds: G. V. Chicherin’s Secretariat (fund 
04/4), Assessorship on the United States (fund 0129/129), and Mission of 
the Russian Soviet Federated Socialist Republic in the United States. 

The fund “Chicherin’s Secretariat” contains materials concerning eco- 
nomic and political relations between the United States and Soviet Russia 
and the W. C. Bullitt Mission to Russia in 1919. The fund “Assessorship on 
the United States” includes documents on the Russian Extraordinary Rail- 
way Mission to the United States (Y. Lomonosov’s Mission); on the orga- 
nization of the Russian Information Bureau in the United States (1918); on 
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American participation in the Civil War and military intervention in Russia; 
on the American Red Cross Mission to Russia, and has the correspondence 
of statesmen on Russian-American relations. The third fund includes the 
documents on the activities of L. Marten’s Mission in the United States. 

The State Archive of the Russian Federation (GARF) contains important 
materials focusing on the relationship of the Wilson administration with the 
Russian Provisional Government and later with the Russian governments 
in Murmansk and Omsk. 

The fund “The Administration of the Prime Minister of the Provisional 
Government” (N 1778) includes correspondence with various American 
representatives on the possibilities of a separate peace with Germany, mate- 
rials regarding the “mobilization” of American capital for the improvement 
of Russian-American financial relations, and a letter by Theodore Roosevelt 
to the Russian Prime Minister A. Kerensky. The personal fund of P. N. 
Milukov (N 579) contains several important documents, including the in- 
terview of 1915 given by Baron Rosen, former ambassador of Russia to the 
United States, relating to relations between the two countries during World 
War I, and Miliukov’s speech in the Temporary Council of the Provisional 
Government on the war and its impact on Russia and the United States. 

The fund “Administration of the Temporary Government of the North” 
(N 17) provides accounts by American representatives in Murmansk on the 
political situation in Russia in 1918-1919, which were sent to Washington in 
order to help formulate American policy toward Russia. The personal fund 
of N. B. Tschaikovsky includes his correspondence with the representative 
of the Northern government in the United States, the copies of important 
notes and telegrams signed by the Russian Ambassador B. A. Bakhmetey, 
and a series of articles written by the head of the Russian government in 
the north on Russian-American relations and the involvement of the United 
States in the intervention in Russia. 

The fund “Russian Government in Omsk” (N 200) contains correspon- 
dence and telegrams of Kolchak’s government with the Russian ambassador 
and consulates in the United States in 1918-1919 regarding the status of 
Russian-American relations, the political situation in both countries, and the 
prospects for American economic assistance, military loans, and supplies 
to Omsk. 

The fund “Commission on the Research and Control of the War and 
Influence on the Economy of Soviet Russia” provides information on the 
losses of Soviet Russia from the American presence on its territory during 
the period of intervention. 

The Russian State Military Archive (RGVA, former Central State Ar- 
chive of the Soviet Army) contains the documents of the Red Army (funds 
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N 1 and 33987) and the headquarters of the White military units (funds 
N 39499, 39507, 39515) concerning the presence of the Allied and Ameri- 
can troops on the territory of Russia. Among the most important materials 
are the report of the military headquarters of the Omsk government on 
American secret military supplies to Russia; the decoded telegrams of the 
military attaché of the Omsk government regarding the American policy 
toward Russia; the correspondence on the organization of the guarding of 
the Baikal railway with the participation of America and American military 
supplies to the Omsk government; the report of the headquarters of the 
All-Russian government concerning the interests of Japan and the United 
States in the Russian Far East; and documents on the activities of American 
public organizations in Siberia and the Far East. These materials suggest 
the controversial character of the relationship between American troops 
and the Omsk government, and provide important information regarding 
the growing antipathy of the Omsk government, White Army, and the Rus- 
sian population toward the American military presence in Russia, and the 
activities of the Red Cross and YMCA on its territory. 

Research in the Russian Center for the Preservation and Study of the 
Documents of Contemporary History (the former Central Party Archive) 
(RTsKhIDNI) was focused on three major funds: Lenin’s fund (N 2), Sec- 
retariat of the Chairman of the Council of the People’s Commissars and the 
Council of Labor and Defense (N 5), and Trotsky’s fund (N 325). 

Lenin’s fund is represented by correspondence of the founder of the Soviet 
Russian state, V. I. Lenin, with R. Robins, L. Steffens, R. Keely, and some 
other Americans who visited Russia in 1918-1919 and expressed controver- 
sial impressions about the political situation in the country and the prospects 
of American relations with the Bolsheviks. It also includes an evaluation by 
the Soviet authorities of the differences between the Democrats and Re- 
publicans in their relations with Russia, the reaction of the Bolshevik gov- 
ernment to the denial of the various representatives invited to the Prinkipo 
Conference, the Allied press coverage of the Paris Peace Conference, and 
U.S. strategic interests in Russia. Fund 5 consists of the documents regard- 
ing the contradictions between the United States and Japan in the Russian 
Far East and the possibilities of American support of the Bolshevik repre- 
sentation at the Prinkipo Conference in exchange for certain concessions 
from the Soviet government. 

Trotsky’s fund is focused on the civil war and Allied intervention in Rus- 
sia. Trotsky’s correspondence with other high-ranking Soviet officials points 
to the clear concern of the Bolsheviks regarding the military strengthening 
of the Japanese in the Far East, which they felt would inevitably dam- 
age both Russian and American strategic interests in this region. Fund 17 
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contains the documents explaining the goals of U.S. intervention as re- 
counted by American officers, information on the reaction of Bolsheviks on 
American intervention, and so-called details of fraternization between Red 
Army and American soldiers on the Northern Front. 

It should be mentioned that the Archive of the President of the Russian 
Federation (Arkhiv Prezidenta Rossiiskoi Federatsii— APRF) remains vir- 
tually closed to researchers. 
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1901-1910 1,158.5 11.9% 11,616.2 16.7% 
1911-1913 1,714.5 21.1% 2,325.3 25.4% 
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